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William  B.  Coughlin 
(Executive  Director) 

*  Executive  Committee 


Boston  business  leaders  for  a  successful  new  Artery 


160  State  St.,  Boston,  Massachusetts  02109    (617)742-3333 


TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 
FROM:   William  Coughlin 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

This  book  attempts  to  summarize  the  work  of  the  Artery 
Business  Committee  since  our  June  14  Board  meeting.   This 
Executive  Summary  attempts  primarily  to  highlight  the  areas  of 
analysis  that  are  further  defined  in  the  subseguent  Tabs. 

SEIS  (Tab  21 

As  discussed  in  Tab  2,  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Project  is  now  unlikely  to  undergo  public  review 
until  the  late  fall/early  winter.   ABC  staff  and  committee 
chairmen  are  prepared  to  review  the  details  of  early  drafts  of  the 
document  at  the  September  14  Board  meeting.   We  will  present  an 
outline  of  proposed  public  comment  from  ABC  prior  to  the  November 
14  Board  meeting. 

Funding  (Tab  3J_ 

The  Coordinating  Committee's  Subcommittee  on  Artery  Funding, 
in  which  ABC  participates,  has  been  active  throughout  the  spring 
and  summer  reviewing  the  current  funding  status  of  the  Project  and 
strategies  to  improve  the  Project's  funding. 

In  concert  with  Harold  Hestnes  and  City,  State,  and  Federal 
Liaison  staff,  ABC  staff  and  Board  members  will  lobby  both  the 
Executive  and  Legislative  branches  in  Washington  this  fall  and 
winter,  to  enhance  the  Project's  negotiations  with  FHWA  staff  and 
lay  the  groundwork  for  an  increased  project  authorization  for 
fiscal  year  1992. 

City/State  Relations  (Tab  4J_ 

The  often  publicly  displayed  tension  in  City/State  relations 
has  faded  from  the  press  in  the  heat  of  the  summer,  as  the  City 
reviews  and  prepares  comments  on  the  voluntary  review  draft  of  the 
SEIS.   Many  City /State  issues  are  being  reviewed  in  ABC's 
committees  and  are  explained  in  later  sections  of  this  book.   Tab 
4  attempts  to  summarize  the  status  of  other  City/State  policy 
issues  (i.e.,  job  training,  rodent  control,  mitigation  and  service 
agreements)  that,  in  many  cases,  remain  stalled. 

Media  (Tab  5) 

As  outlined  in  Tab  5,  media  coverage  of  the  Project  is  likely 
to  continue  along  its  rocky  road  this  fall  as  details  of  the  SEIS 
are  scrutinized.   ABC  staff  is  actively  working  with  all  levels  of 
the  local  and  national  media  to  set  the  stage  for  improved  and 


positive  communication  about  the  Project  to  the  public. 

Design  and  Engineering  Committee  (Tab  6  to  Tab  12") 

ABC  continues  to  facilitate  the  resolution  of  remaining 
roadway  design  and  land  use  issues  in  the  Central  Artery  corridor, 
particularly  those  where  the  City  and  State  are  at  odds.   The 
Working  Committee  will  meet  3  times  during  July  and  August  to 
consider  issues  that  are  on  the  critical  path.   Representatives  of 
Wallace  Floyd  Associates,  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public 
Work's  (MDPW)  consultants  for  land  use  and  design,  and 
representatives  of  the  Boston  Transportation  Department  (BTD)  have 
been  added  to  the  Working  Committee  to  complement  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  representation  on  the  Committee. 
Alex  Krieger,  of  the  Harvard  Graduate  School  of  Design,  has  also 
been  added  to  the  Committee. 

Committee  recommendations  on  most  of  the  mainline  design 
issues  have  been  determined  or  are  nearing  determination  (See  Tabs 
7-12).   The  Working  Committee  has  also  begun  its  consideration  of 
joint  development  of  the  Central  Artery  corridor,  where  many 
questions  remain  to  be  addressed  (See  Tab  6).   ABC  staff  has  also 
assembled  the  list  of  surface  street  improvements  that  are  needed 
to  improve  traffic  flow  during  Artery  construction,  including  1) 
the  new  Northern  Avenue  Bridge,  2)  South  Boston  bridge 
improvements,  3)  the  North  Station  Arterial  and  4)  the  widening  of 
Essex  Street.   We  are  in  the  process  of  determining  strategies  to 
promote  the  aggressive  completion  of  each. 

As  it  jnoves  forward,  the  Working  Committee  intends  to  divide 
into  two  subcommittees,  supplementing  its  expertise  as  necessary 
with  new  members : 

1.  Joint  Use/Project  Element  Subcommittee  —  concerned  with 

a)  the  institutional  and  design  issues  related  to  joint 
use  of  the  corridor,  and 

b)  the  design  standards  for  elements  of  the  proposed 
roadway,  such  as  tunnel  ventilation  structures,  signage, 
bridges,  lighting,  landscaping,  and  ramp  enclosures. 

2.  Surface  Traffic  Subcommittee  —  concerned  with 
improvements  to  the  surface  street  system  to  ease  flows 
to  and  from  the  Artery. 

Operations  Committee  (Tabs  13 ,  14) 

Operations  Committee  members  have  spent  the  summer  reviewing 
Chapters  5  and  6  ("Environmental  Consequences"  and  "Construction 
Impacts")  of  the  early  drafts  of  the  SEIS,  and  are  meeting  with 
City  and  State  officials  to  identify  sections  of  the  plan  that 
need  strengthening. 

The  Committee  has  divided  into  four  subcommittees ,  whose  work 


is  overseen  by  a  Steering  Committee.   Subcommittee  membership  and 
a  summary  of  its  work  this  summer  are  presented  in  Tab  13. 
Letters  of  inquiry  from  subcommittee  chairmen  to  Project  officials 
are  included  in  Tab  14. 

George  Macomber  and  his  subcommittee  chairmen  will  further 
outline  their  progress  at  our  September  14  meeting. 

Marketing  Committee  (Tab  15) 

The  Marketing  Steering  Committee  has  spent  the  summer 
becoming  familiar  with  the  details  and  politics  of  the  Project  and 
beginning  the  work  of  audience  identification,  for  the  delivery  of 
a  coherent  set  of  messages  about  Boston's  business  climate  in  the 
90's. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  UPDATE 

Since  our  June  14  Board  meeting  our  membership  has  grown  from 
30  members  to  37  members.   Please  Welcome  our  7  new  Board  Members. 


Organization 


Board  Member 


Congress  Group  Properties 

The  Druker  Company 

Fidelity 

The  New  England 

Stone  &  Webster  Engineering 

Filene's 


Edward  F.  Barry 

Ronald  M.  Druker 

Ed  Johnson  &  James  Curvey 

James  Gallaher 

Frank  W.  Ries 

Carl  E.  Tooker 


We  currently  have  over  50  Loaned  Executives  working  on  our 
committees.   In  October,  we  expect  to  host  an  Open  House  at  our 
offices  so  that  Board  members,  committee  members  and  public 
officials  can  see  the  depth  of  participation  in  ABC's  work. 

Prior  to  the  September  14  Board  meeting  we  will  forward  an 
agenda  and  additional  briefing  materials. 


Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  clarify  any  issues  in  this 
summary  or  in  the  adjacent  Tabs. 


TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 
FROM:   William  Coughlin 

SUPPLEMENTAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

The  State's  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(SEIS)  for  the  Central  Artery/Third  Harbor  Tunnel  Project 
should  undergo  a  formal  public  review  process  beginning  in 
the  late  fall.   The  SEIS  elaborates  on  the  1983  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  approved  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration 
in  1985.   It  outlines  and  analyzes  changes  in  the  project 
design  since  the  1983  submission  and  the  resultant 
environmental  impacts. 

Currently,  sections  of  this  2,000-page  document  that 
State  officials  call  a  "voluntary  review  draft"  are 
circulating  to  public  agencies  at  the  same  time  they  are 
being  thoroughly  scrutinized  by  the  Artery  Business 
Committee.   Before  the  document  is  released  for  public  review 
some  time  around  Thanksgiving,  it  is  expected  to  be  edited 
into  a  leaner,  more  consistent  document,  with  much  tangential 
or  repetitive  material  being  placed  in  appendices. 

There  are  8  chapters  in  the  SEIS.   Chapters  1  through  4, 
covering  design  changes  and  changes  in  the  natural  and  built 
environment  since  the  1983  submission,  have  been  available 
for  agency  review  since  March.   Chapters  5  through  7, 
detailing  environmental,  construction,  and  other  impacts  of 
the  Project,  have  been  available  since  early  July.   Chapter 
8,  focusing  on  the  Materials  Disposal  System  (Spectacle 
Island) ,  was  made  available  on  August  11. 

The  State  hopes  that  this  unofficial  inter-agency  review 
will  expose  many  issues  of  concern  among  interested  parties 
and  allow  the  State  to  incorporate  some  of  these  comments 
prior  to  the  submission  of  a  formal  draft.   This  strategy  may 
be  partially  successful,  but  in  many  cases,  public  agencies 
and  other  interested  groups  (environmental  organizations, 
abutter  groups,  the  Artery  Business  Committee)  may  withhold 
detailed  comments  until  the  public  hearings. 

In  addition  to  the  time  needed  to  pare  the  document 
down,  the  State  anticipates  that  the  volume  of  comments  from 
City,  State,  and  federal  agencies  will  be  such  that  it  may  be 
November  before  the  so-called  "Final  Draft"  can  be  released. 
Federal  law  requires  that  the  document,  which  will  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register,  be  available  for  viewing 
for  a  minimum  of  thirty  days  before  public  hearings  can  be 
held. 


Since  the  SEIS  (and  the  EIS  before  it)  is  an  FHWA 
document,  not  a  State  document  as  is  commonly  supposed,  the 
FHWA  is  apprised  constantly  by  the  State  of  its  contents. 
Theoretically,  this  means  that  when  the  Agency  gives  the 
document  its  blessing  before  the  State  releases  it  for  public 
review,  it  has  "signed  off"  on  it. 

In  fact  though,  the  FHWA  is  simply  stating  that  the 
information  the  State  has  provided  is  adequate  for  release  to 
the  public.   If  comments  from  the  public  hearings  lead  the 
Agency  to  conclude  that  the  document  needs  to  be 
strengthened,  the  FHWA  will  require  further  refinement  prior 
to  its  final  approval. 

This  raises  the  question  of  slippage  in  the  SEIS 
timetable  and  its  effect  on  the  construction  timetable. 

FHWA  indicates  that  its  regulations  require  waiting  for 
a  project's  SEIS  approval  before  beginning  final  design  on 
any  part  of  it.   A  series  of  final  design  contracts  is 
scheduled  to  commence  in  1990  and  could  be  delayed  by  the 
absence  of  an  approved  SEIS. 

One  example  of  a  contract  whose  lack  of  execution  in 
1990  could  seriously  slow  down  the  proposed  construction 
timetable   is  the  contract  to  design  the  Materials  Disposal 
System.   This  contract  encompasses  the  plans  for  the  State  to 
dump  excavate  on  Spectacle  Island,  plans  which  have  been 
developed  and  proposed  since  1985. 

To  the  extent  that  ABC  wishes  to  advocate  for 
fundamental  changes  in  the  overall  strategy  (i.e.,  changing 
project  design,  lengthening  the  construction  period, 
reversing  the  strategy  for  materials  disposal) ,  it  would  be 
best  to  do  so  in  September  and  press  for  their  inclusion  in 
the  document  released  to  the  public  in  the  late  fall. 
Thorough  recommendations  on  improving  the  operational  details 
for  executing  the  strategy  are  best  released  during  the 
public  review  period,  presumably  in  November/ December. 


TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 

FROM:   Mary  Fifield 

PROJECT  FUNDING 

The  Coordinating  Committee's  Subcommittee  continues  to 
take  the  lead  on  monitoring  funding  status,  meeting  monthly 
to  review  finances  in  sessions  chaired  by  Harold  Hestnes  and 
attended  by  Ferdinand  Colloredo-Mansfeld,  John  Larkin 
Thompson,  William  Connell,  Fred  Salvucci,  Richard  Dimino,  and 
William  Coughlin. 

In  these  sessions  and  elsewhere,  State  officials 
maintain  that  the  Commonwealth  will  be  able  to  fund  its 
portion  of  the  Artery/Tunnel  Project  and  to  secure  additional 
Federal  funding  for  the  High-to-Causeway  portion.   Although 
there  is  still  skepticism  in  some  guarters  and  cautious 
conservatism  in  others,  the  consensus  in  Washington  and 
Boston  seems  to  support  this  view. 

Congress 

The  Massachusetts  Congressional  Delegation  remains 
convinced  on  the  merits  of  the  Project,   even  though  the 
Artery  is  not  front-and-center  this  session. 

Hill  staffers  maintain  that  there  is  a  "tremendous 
credibility"  among  well-placed  members  surrounding  the 
strength  of  the  Project  and  the  overall  thoroughness  of  the 
engineering  members.   Recent  negative  or  ambivalent  comments 
from  Representatives  Moakley,  Atkins  and  Donnelly,  they  say, 
reflect  not  animosity  but  "mild  nervousness". 

This  nervousness  is  due,  according  to  this  source,  to 
concerns  not  only  about  funding  but  about  public  reaction  to 
construction  and  possible  inconveniences. 

On  the  Senate  side,  both  Senators  Kennedy  and  Kerry  are 
in  agreement  that  the  continued  economic  growth  of  Boston  and 
the  entire  metropolitan  area  is  contingent  on  the  Project's 
completion. 

"Everything  I  see  in  the  atmosphere  is  positive  down 
here,"  notes  another  official.   "Authorization  for  the  major 
chunk  is  concluded,  and  the  technigues  and  methods  for 
combining  other  resources  for  the  piece  that  remains  to  be 
funded  have  all  been  used  for  that  purpose  before.   I  don't 
see  any  problem  with  that." 

Delays  are  the  Project's  chief  peril,  according  to 


sources  on  both  sides  of  the  Hill. 

To  this  end,  ABC  staff  will  introduce  ABC's  views  at  a 
series  of  Washington  briefings  jointly  sponsored  by  the  City 
and  State  this  fall.  These  briefings  will  be  followed  by 
meetings  with  key  House  and  Senate  members  at  which 
representatives  of  the  ABC  Board  can  highlight  the  Project's 
long-term  economic,  transportation,  and  land-use  benefits. 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  sources  have 
consistently  indicated  that  they  are  satisfied  that  the  State 
has  the  resources  to  continue  development  of  the  Project. 
Agency  officials  in  Boston  say  that  Massachusetts  is  on  the 
right  track  in  expecting  a  sizeable  shift  of  monies  from  the 
Interstate  Completion  Fund  to  another  category  that  could 
fund  the  High-to-Causeway  section. 

The  likeliest  destination  of  these  funds  was  the  4-R 
category,  since  Congress  could  make  a  strong  argument  that 
the  Federal  Highway's  interstate  system,  portions  of  which 
are  now  more  than  thirty  years  old,  is  in  need  of  repair  and 
upgrading. 

This  week,  however,  FHWA  released  information  to  a  small 
trade  publication  indicating  that  it  wants  to  eliminate  the 
plethora  of  highway  funds  by  consolidating  all  interstate 
categories — Completion,  4-R,  Primary,  Bridge,  Discretionary — 
into  what  an  FHWA  source  calls  "one  big  bundle  and  possibly 
one  smaller  one." 

The  big  bundle  would  be  for  what  the  agency  terms 
"Highways  of  National  Significance,"  which  are  defined  as  all 
interstate  highways  and  a  few  other  primary  roads.   (This  is 
the  bundle  that  interests  us;  the  smaller  bundle  is  for 
secondary  roads  and  bridges.) 

There  would  be  a  formula  apportionment  for  the  new 
funding  authorization,  and  FHWA  officials  indicate  that  they 
are  "almost  100%  sure"  that  it  will  be  based  on  the  number  of 
miles  of  existing  road,  usage,  and  size  of  the  user 
population,  all  of  which  augur  well  for  Massachusetts. 

State  Funding 

As  for  the  effect  on  the  project  of  State  budget  cuts, 
State  officials  maintain  that  because  the  Artery  does  not 
receive  money  from  the  State's  operating  budget,  it  will  not 
be  affected  by  the  current  budget  crisis.   When  the 
legislature  authorizes  two  more  years  of  funding  for  the 
Artery  Project  later  this  year,  State  officials  anticipate 


that  funding  will  include  a  Transportation  Bond  issue  to 
cover  the  State's  bi-annual  portion  of  $240  million,  which  is 
equal  to  10%  of  the  estimated  $2.5  billion  federal 
apportionment  for  fiscal  years  1990-1992. 

Indirectly  though,  State  cuts  in  Boston's  local  aid 
package  could  undermine  programs  designed  to  soften  the 
impact  of  the  Artery  Project,  according  to  City  officials. 

An  anticipated  cut  of  $25  to  $30  million  in  .local  aid  to 
Boston  may  affect  transportation  alternatives,  local  traffic 
enforcement  efforts,  and  other  services  tied  to  the  Project. 

The  City  is  monitoring  its  own  interests  in  the  Project 
with  FHWA,  EPA,  and  other  relevant  agencies.   Because  all 
Artery  funding,  without  exception,  is  channeled  through  the 
State  by  FHWA,  though,  the  City  must  ultimately  rely  on  the 
State's  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction 
for  most  of  the  money  it  wants  for  Artery  staffing  and 
studies. 

Funding  for  the  City  for  job  training  and  rodent  control 
(See  Tab  4),  the  two  principal  ongoing  concerns  of  the  Mayor, 
will  be  "pursued  at  all  possible  levels,"  according  to  his 
staff. 

Other  Developments 

-  Matching  bills  filed  by  Senator  John  Warner  (R-Va.)  and 
Representative  Frank  Wolf  (R-Va.)  to  revamp  the  way  federal 
Interstate  highway  funds  are  doled  out  to  states,  mark  the 
first  attempt  on  the  Hill  to  reshape  the  expiring  Federal 
Highway  Program  along  the  lines  the  Commonwealth  anticipates. 

The  legislation  proposes  channeling  money  previously 
used  for  interstate  completion  to  other  funding  sources  aimed 
at  unclogging  congestion  on  existing  roads  that  were  built  as 
part  of  the  system  over  the  last  thirty  years. 

According  to  a  Wolf  aide,  Massachusetts  would  get  more 
money  under  the  plan  than  any  other  state  in  the  nation  with 
the  exception  of  California. 

-  An  increase  in  the  state  gas  tax  from  11  cents  to  21 
cents  over  a  three-year  period  was  introduced  as  part  of  the 
Governor's  original  tax  package,  and  was  debated  at  a  June 
hearing  on  the  State's  infrastructure.  Harold  Hestnes  spoke 
in  support  of  the  proposal. 

There  is  no  provision  for  a  gas  tax  in  the  budget  the 
legislature  adopted  before  it  went  into  recess,  although  the 
measure  is  expected  to  be  re-introduced  in  the  fall  when  the 


legislature  reconvenes. 


-  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  cuts  in  Artery  funding  would 
not  free  up  revenues  for  secondary  road-building  or  repairs, 
the  Massachusetts  Organization  of  Scientists  and  Engineers 
(MOSES)  has  suggested  that  the  Artery  is  consuming  needed 
road-repair  dollars. 

"On  a  day-to-day  basis  the  repair  of  our  decaying  roads 
and  bridges  is  being  sacrificed  for  one  mile  of  roadway," 
reads  a  recent  MOSES  press  release  that  goes  on  to  ask  the 
Congressional  Delegation  to  investigate  Artery  funding. 

State  officials  acknowledge  that  "state  roads  probably 
do  need  a  good  infusion  of  capital  money  to  bring  them  up  to 
snuff."   MOSES  is  "right  in  seeking  additional  funding  for 
those  roads,  but  Artery  funding  is  not  the  place  to  look. 
They  (MOSES)  would  do  better  taking  the  energy  they're  using 
to  kick  the  Artery  to  promote  the  gas  tax  instead." 


-  The  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority  is  reported  to  be 
considering  higher  tolls  and  the  sale  of  air  rights  over  the 
Seaport  Access  Road  to  generate  additional  revenues  for  the 
Artery  Project. 


ABC  will  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  Coordinating 
Committee  to  assess  the  overall  funding  strategy,  additional 
components  of  which  will  be  unveiled  by  the  State  some  time 
this  fall. 


TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 
FROM:   William  Coughlin 

CITY-STATE  RELATIONS 

The  most  positive  element  of  current  City-state 
relations  relative  to  the  Artery  Project  is  the  commencement 
August  14  of  joint  negotiations  to  resolve  outstanding  issues 
between  the  City  and  the  State.   Still,  public  and  private 
relationships  between  the  two  institutions  are  often  frosty 
and  many  significant  issues  between  the  parties  remain 
unresolved. 

The  following  offers  a  synopsis  of  the  dialogue  around 
three  main  categories  of  issues:   negotiations  to  resolve 
outstanding  City/State  issues,  the  City  response  to  the  SEIS, 
and  activity  relative  to  two  recently  public  disputes  about 
programs  for  rodent  control  and  job  training  and  employment. 

CITY/STATE  NEGOTIATIONS 

The  City  and  State  have  established  a  framework  for 
entering  into  agreement  on  all  outstanding  issues  not  related 
to  the  Project  design.   The  parties  held  their  first  meeting 
on  August  14 .   The  City  has  hired  Hale  and  Dorr  to  help  in 
its  negotiations. 

The  negotiations  should  revolve  around  five  main 
categories  of  issues: 

-  Project  funding  of  City  services  (engineering  review, 
public  safety  services,  traffic  mitigation  services, 
inspection  services,  public  information  services)  from 
the  present  through  the  completion  of  construction 

-  the  ownership  and  control  of  real  property  needed  during 
construction 

-  the  use  of  and  compensation  for  Spectacle  Island  as  a 
site  to  dump  excavate 

-  mitigation  plans  for  businesses  affected  during 
construction 

-  compensation  to  the  City  for  operating  revenues  lost  as 
a  result  of  the  construction  of  the  Project. 

The  City  hopes  to  negotiate  and  enact  one  agreement 
covering  all  areas.   More  likely,  categories  will  be 
negotiated  and  agreements  enacted  one  or  two  at  a  time.   Of 
pressing  importance  to  the  State  is  an  agreement  for  the  use 


of  Spectacle  Island,  while  the  City  may  be  most  interested  in 
reaching  an  early  agreement  on  the  compensation  for  City 
services.   It  is  possible  that  these  two  agreements  should  be 
reached  by  year's  end. 

The  State  expects  that  most  agreements  that  involve 
compensation  to  the  City  would  have  to  be  renegotiated 
annually,  within  the  established  framework,  in  recognition  of 
the  status  of  the  construction  and  the  funding  capabilities 
of  the  Project. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (SEIS^ 

The  City  sees  the  period  of  formal  review  of  the  SEIS  as 
its  period  of  greatest  leverage  with  the  State  over  design, 
environmental,  and  service  issues.   While  this  is  probably 
correct  from  a  political  viewpoint,  resolution  of  some  of  the 
City's  outstanding  issues  is  not  legally  contingent  to 
Federal  Highway  approval  of  the  final  SEIS.   In  response  to 
that  statement,  City  officials  aggressively  counter  that  they 
reserve  the  right  to  legally  challenge  an  FHWA  approval  of 
the  SEIS  if  they  determine  the  process  is  not  "comprehensive, 
objective,  and  accurate". 

In  hope  of  gaining  a  greater  clarity  of  information  and 
resolution  of  outstanding  issues,  the  City  expects  to 
structure  its  comments  on  the  SEIS  around  three  main 
categories: 

Design  Related: 

-  short-  and  long-term  effects  on  air  quality 

-  accuracy  of  traffic  estimates 

-  effects  of  proposed  land  use 
Construction  Related: 

-  effectiveness  of  proposed  scheduling  and  phasing 

-  effectiveness  of  traffic  circulation  plans 

-  environmental  impacts 
Socio-economic  Related: 

-  effects  of  the  temporary  and  permanent  loss  of  city 
parking  spaces 

-  impacts  on  businesses  during  construction 

-  effectiveness  of  proposed  job  training  programs 


JOB  TRAINING/RODENT  CONTROL  PROGRAMS 

These  two  City/State  issues,  which  have  received 
considerable  publicity  this  year,  have  not  been  successfully 
negotiated,  nor  does  resolution  appear  imminent. 

On  plans  for  job  training  and  employment  for  the 
Project,  the  City  remains  in  sharp  disagreement  with  the 
State  over  the  scope  and  context  of  the  state's  plans.   The 
City  seeks  different  hiring  quotas,  a  different  management 
structure  and  different  mechanisms  for  monitoring  the 
program.   Absent  City  participation,  the  State  has  begun 
enactment  of  its,  "Building  Opportunities  Program"  on  a  small 
scale. 

Efforts  to  negotiate  a  Project  funded,  City/State 
operated  Rodent  Control  Program  has  been  stalled  since  the 
issue  was  debated  in  the  newspaper  from  the  winter  of  1988 
through  the  spring  of  1989.   City  officials  are  firm  on  the 
necessity  for  the  Project  to  fund  its  "seven  point  plan"  it 
proposed  in  1988.   State  officials  agree  with  the  philosophy 
and  strategy  of  the  City's  plan,  but  seek  a  reduction  of 
scope  (and  therefore  funding)  and  greater  assurances  that 
federal  funds  spent  to  support  this  program  be  dedicated 
exclusively  to  work  related  to  Artery  construction. 

The  Central  Artery  North  Area  (CANA)  construction, 
currently  underway,  has  not  generated  an  "invasion"  of 
rodents.   Nor  has  recent  construction  along  the  Artery 
Corridor,  such  as  the  Post  Office  Square  and  125  High  Street 
projects.   Nonetheless,  a  City/State  dispute  over 
approximately  a  $200,000.00  difference  in  annual  support 
funding  has  generated  negative  publicity  for  the  City  in 
Time,  the  Wall  Street  Journal .  Yankee  Magazine,  USA  Today , 
and  CBS  and  NBC  News. 


TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 

FROM:   Mary  Fifield 

MEDIA  COVERAGE 

This  fall,  focus  on  the  Artery  will  intensify  when  the 
public  has  an  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  SEIS  and  to 
documentaries  about  Boston's  traffic  problems  on  two  out  of 
three  of  the  local  stations. 

When  the  State  files  the  Project  SEIS  for  public 
review,  press  accounts  will  be  generated  then  and  at  public 
hearings  largely  by  the  content  and  tenor  of  individual 
responses  and  orchestrated  testimony.   ABC  is  already  at  work 
to  synthesize  its  review  of  the  Project  and  to  determine  the 
best  timing  and  approach  for  airing  its  views  before  and 
during  public  hearings. 

While  questions  about  funding  may  be  overshadowed  by 
other  issues  raised  at  the  hearings  (e.g.,  the  reliability  of 
the  construction  timetable,  the  environmental  effects  of 
excavate  disposal),  questions  about  the  State's  funding 
portion  are  likely  to  be  examined  in  the  context  of  deep  cuts 
in  local  aid,  public  health  and  other  public  services. 

In  short,  upbeat  stories  about  the  Artery  are  unlikely 
to  dominate  the  news  pages  for  the  remainder  of  the  year. 

However,  an  accord  on  the  remaining  ramp  issues,  the 
successful  testing  of  a  conveyor-belt  scheme  to  remove  dirt 
and  reduce  truck  traffic,  and  ABC's  detailed  assessment  of 
the  SEIS  are  but  a  few  of  the  opportunities  for  reminding  the 
public  that  the  Project,  while  challenging,  is  beneficial. 

The  efforts  of  Channels  4  and  5  will  also  provide  a 
context  for  Artery  reconstruction. 

Channel  5's  hour,  "Traffic  Trauma,"  will  air  on 
September  13  at  9  or  10  p.m.  and  will  be  anchored  by  Peter 
Mehegan.   Segments  will  focus  not  only  on  the  Artery  but  on 
Routes  128  and  495  as  well. 

Initially,  the  program's  Artery  segment  focused  solely 
on  technology,  but  as  its  sensational  title  suggests,  it  has 
been  refocused  to  include  a  discussion  of  the  need  for  the 
Artery  and  the  likelihood  of  increased  funding. 

Channel  4's  "Everything  You  Ever  Wanted  To  Know  About 
The  Big  Dig"  will  air  at  8  p.m.  on  September  5.   Jack 
Williams  will  anchor.   The  program  will  attempt  to  answer 


questions  about  how  the  road  and  tunnel  will  be  built,  about 
the  environmental  and  economic  impacts  of  construction  on  the 
city  and  the  region,  and  about  plans  to  exterminate  rodents. 

Representatives  of  ABC--Ed  Sidman  and  Buzz  Brannen — will 
be  included  in  both  of  these  prime-time  specials. 

Channel  4  also  has  invested  time  and  money  in  an 
ambitious  "Beat  The  Backup"  campaign,  which  has  generated 
favorable  press  but  has  not  yet  made  a  significant  dent  in 
commuting  habits. 

T  ridership  was  up  by  10,000  on  "Beat  The  Backup"  day, 
but  the  station  did  not  set  up  a  feedback  mechanism  for 
measuring  how  much  of  that  figure  reflects  a  direct  response 
to  the  campaign,  or  how  the  people  who  did  change  their 
commute  felt  about  the  experience. 

Additionally,  a  commuter  race  between  bus,  T,  boat,  and 
auto  held  by  the  station  and  featured  prominently  on  the 
evening  news  was  won,  regrettably  but  perhaps  predictably,  by 
the  person  driving  on  the  Artery. 

We  are  well  into  a  series  of  background  working  lunches 
with  reporters  from  the  Globe,  Herald,  BBJ,  and  other 
publications.   The  Globe  and  Herald  reporters  in  particular 
who  cover  the  project  are  people  who  have  never  written  for 
the  real  estate  or  business  pages.   Consequently,  they  have 
asked  for  introductions  to  the  business  community  and  we  will 
follow  up  on  these  requests  with  some  of  you  this  fall. 

Attached  are  some  newsclips  that  go  beyond  the  scope  of 
daily  coverage  of  the  Project  that  we  thought  would  be 
appropriate  for  your  review. 


It'll  be  a  tough  sell  \ 

Covetous  neighbors  have  their  eyes  on  Boston. 

As  New  England's  metropolis  tackles  the  titanic  task  of  Central 
A_rtery/Third  Harbor  Tunnel  construction,  some  communitieswitnin 
cbmmuMpg  distance  are  contriving  to  lure  Boston  businesses  perma- 
nently to  what  they  portray  as  uncontested  bliss. 

Specifically,  New  England's  third  largest  city,  Providence,  is 
prepared  to  shell  out  $900,000  on  a  three-year  campaign  to  contrast 
its  vision  of  Boston's  coming  construction-traffic  chaos  with  the 
flourishing  economic  delights  of  metropolitan  Rhode  Island. 

But  Rhode  Island's  capital  faces  obstacles.  Bostoq  Is  a  tough 
city.  If  exasperating  traffic  snarls,  obstructed  streets  and  major 
construction  projects  were  to  drive  out  business  and  personnel,  as 
Providence  hopes,  the  Hub  would  long  since  have  been  done  for. 

Instead,  Greater  Boston's  towering  downtown  and  economic 
force  have  generated  growth  in  the  city's  suburbs  and  in  towns  miles 
away. 

Boston,  in  short,  seems  able  to  take  disruption  in  stride.  From 
early  conversion  of  great  marshes  to  the  bustling  Back  Bay  of  today,, 
the  city  might  well  have  adopted  "Through  Disruption  to  Greatness" 
as  a  motto.  Bostonians  and  commuters  fume  at  Expressway  delays 
and  similar  headaches,  but  Beantown  remains  their  favorite  city. 

The  Central  Artery/Third  Tunnel  construction  will  not  only  di- 
vert a  heavy  stream  of  Logan  Airport  traffic  from  a  hopelessly 
congested  sector  of  the  present  elevated  artery,  but  will  take  an, 
enormous  volume  of  it  underground  for  a  critical  stretch  now  best) 
described  as  incessant  madness.  *  •  - 

The  prospect  is  a  Boston  more  attractive  to  visitors,  far  handier, 
for  business  big  and  small,  and,  for  any  tempted  by  Providence  or 
similar  recruiters,  worth  waiting  for. 


Cape  Cod  Times 
July  5,  1989 
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...Providence  vies  for  Boston  business 


From  Page  1       M  2   7  TS89 

feet  throughout  the  city,"  he  says.' 
"We  have  been  telling  people  that  it 
could  be  as  much  as  a  two-hour  com- 
mute in  from  Route  128  to  the  down- 
town. The  first  day  you'll  be  an- 
noyed; the  second  day  you'll  be 
frustrated;  the  third  day  you'll  stay 
home  and  the  fourth  day,  you'll  call 
your  real  estate  broker." 

Artery/tunnel  officials  brand  such 
forecasts  as  scare  tactics,  trying  to 
undermine  the  city's  reputation  as 
the  region's  epicenter  for  law,  fi- 
nance and  trade. 

Harold  Hestnes,  former  chairman 
of  the  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 
and  now  a  member  of  an  influential 
project  advisory  group,  said  that 
with  "adequate  planning,  the  project 
■  can  be  managed.  I  think,  unfortuna- 
.  tely,  there  has  been  somewhat  decep- 
tive advertising  on  the  impact,"  says 
Hestnes.  "I  can't  imagine  the  city, 
with  its  veto  power  on  the  project, 
allowing  these  projects  to  jeopardize 
the  city." 

A  recent  full-color  brochure  on  the 
project   in   newspapers   throughout 
New  England  is  positively  upbeat: 
"You'll  keep  using  the  existing  ele- 
vated road,  while  we  dig  a  tunnel 
beneath  you!  The  harbor  tunnel  will 
be  open  in  1994  and  the  entire  project 
,  should  be  open  to  traffic  in  1998.  Dur- 
ing construction,  Boston  will  be  open 
.  for  business  and  fun  —  tourists,  Cel- 
;  tics,  theatres,  shopping  etc." 


Observers  north  and  south  of  the1 
Boston  are  divided  on  what  they  ex-' 
pect  the  impact  will  be. 

Peabody  Mayor  Peter  A.  Torigian 
believes  the  project  put  a  "strangle- 
hold" on  Boston  for  at  least  a  decade 
and  will  dram  some  of  Boston's  labor 
out  of  the  city  and  into  areas  such  as 
Peabody  and  Danvers. 

"I  think  it  is  going  to  be  an  ex- 
tremely difficult  commute,"'  says 
Torigian.  "You  are  going  to  see  some 
of  the  areas  around  here  become 
prime  targets  because  of  the  ability 
to  move  people  in  and  out." 

Where  once  Danvers  and  Peabody 
were  dismissed  as  "too  far  away," 
says  Torigian,  it  is  now  attracting 
major  tenants  in  its  office  parks,  and 
Peabody  soon  will  be  home  to  a  250- 
room  Mariott  Hotel. 

But  the  chairman  of  the  North 
Shore  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Rob- 
ert Bradford,  is  not  convinced  that 
the  project  will  have  much  impact  on 
North  Shore  development.  Bradford 


cites  the  state's  recent  realignment" 
of  the  approach  to  the  Tobin  Bridge 
which,  he  says,  has  made  commuting 
easier,  not  more  difficult. 

In  Bristol  County,  which  seems 
well-located  to  draw  business  and  fu- 
ture development  from  Boston,-  the 
pitch  for  prospective  business  has 
been  far  more  subtle  than  the  Provi- 
dence campaign,  says  Steve  Smith, 
executive  director  of  the  Southeast- 
ern Regional  Planning  District  in 
Taunton.  "I  think  you'll  find  it  will  be 
included  in  people's  sales  pitch  about 
the  area,  but  I'm  not  aware  of  any 
official  recruitment.  It's  kind  of  'you 
don't  want  to  kick  a  place  while  it's 
down.'  " 

Smith  also  recalls  the  widespread 
fear  three  years  ago  when  the  state 
reconstructed  and  resurfaced  the 
Southeast  Expressway,  the  major  ar- 
tery into  Boston  for  motorists  from 
Cape  Cod  and  the  New  Bedford  area. 

"The  big  traffic  jams  they  predict- 
ed did  not  materialize,"  says  Smith. 
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TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 
FROM:   Gary  Hack 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  CORRIDOR 

Decisions  on  joint  use  must  be  made  at  an  early  date, 

since  foundations  for  development  above  the  artery  tunnels 
must  be  integrated  with  the  construction  of  the  below  grade 
transportation  facilities.   The  issue  has  an  institutional 
dimension  (Who  will  take  the  lead  in  planning?   Who  will  pay 
for  the  foundations?   Who  will  dispose  of  the  development 
rights?   To  whom  will  revenues  from  development  flow?)  as 
well  as  a  physical  dimension  (Which  sites  can  be  built  upon? 
What  is  the  appropriate  pattern  of  structures  and  open 
areas? ) 

The  Design  and  Engineering  Working  Committee  began  its 
consideration  of  the  options  for  joint  use  of  the  Central 
Artery  corridor  during  its  July  and  August  meetings. 
Committee  member  Alex  Krieger  briefed  the  Committee  on  four 
alternative  proposed  air  rights  scenarios.   Committee  member 
Martha  Lampkin  presented  an  additional  scheme  proposed  by  the 
Boston  Society  of  Architects.   Together  the  scenarios  range 
from  use  of  the  area  above  the  Artery  mainly  for  parks  (the 
BRA  scenario)  to  various  combinations  of  development  and  open 
spaces . 

The  City's  official  position  (expressed  in  IPOD  limits) 
is  that  development  along  the  corridor  should  not  exceed  80 
feet  in  the  Bulfinch  Triangle  and  Chinatown,  125-155  feet  in 
the  Financial  District,  and  300-400  feet  adjacent  to  South 
Station.   Stephen  Coyle  earlier  expressed  the  opinion  to  the 
ABC  Board  that  an  alternative  which  concentrates  taller 
development  on  a  few  sites  may  be  preferable  to  low  scale 
development  on  may  sites. 

MDPW  consultants  are  currently  embarked  on  a  process  of 
studying  six  prototypical  parcels  along  the  corridor  to 
surface  the  engineering  issues  that  will  have  a  bearing  on 
joint  use,  including  the  likely  foundation  types  that  will 
need  to  be  employed  and  the  incremental  costs  to  make  sites 
developable. 

With  the  short  time  before  decisions  must  be  made, 
members  of  the  Committee  believe  that  the  State's  consultants 
should  be  exploring  concurrently  the  engineering  issues  for 
all  potential  joint  use  parcels,  rather  than  a  subset  of 
them.   The  Committee  has  urged  them  to  do  so. 

The  Working  Committee  is  also  supportive  of  the  City's 
plans  to  arrive  this  year  at  a  point  of  view  about 


development  of  the  corridor.   Absent  such  a  "shared  vision", 
engineering  decisions  are  being  and  will  be  made  about  the 
placement  of  ramps,  location  of  cross  streets,  free  turn 
lanes  and  other  roadway  elements,  which  will  ultimately 
determine  where  pedestrians  may  cross  the  artery  and  which 
parcels  may  be  developed.   MDPW  has  indicated  that  it  must 
decide  by  early  next  year  which  parcels  will  be  developed,  in 
order  to  include  design  instructions  in  the  section  design 
packages . 


TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 

FROM:   Gary  Hack 

SUDBURY/NEW  CHARDON  RAMPS 

At  an  earlier  date  ABC  endorsed  in  principle  the 
proposal  to  separate  southbound  traffic  entering  the  Artery 
tunnel  at  New  Chardon  Street  destined  for  the  Callahan  Tunnel 
from  traffic  destined  to  points  to  the  south.   The  proposal 
would  necessitate  introduction  of  a  new  ramp  in  the  vicinity 
of  Sudbury  Street.   At  the  time  of  the  endorsement,  both  the 
City  and  State  agreed  on  the  traffic  advantages  of  the 
configuration,  while  disagreeing  on  the  desirability  of  the 
land  use  impacts.   Based  on  plans  which  it  had  drawn,  the 
City  felt  that  the  ramp  could  be  disguised  within  a  structure 
adjacent  to  Blackstone  Street.   The  State  remained  concerned 
that  the  ramp  would  jeopardize  pedestrian  and  vehicular  flow 
across  the  Artery  at  Hanover  Street. 

Subsequent  studies  have  cast  doubt  on  several  of  the 
earlier  assumptions  and  have  forced  the  City  and  State  into  a 
new  round  of  discussions  over  the  issue.   The  City's  proposed 
alignment  for  the  ramp  proved  technically  impossible,  and  it 
is  unclear  whether  a  ramp  can  be  designed  which  does  not  cut 
Hanover  Street.   The  State  has  produced  new  traffic  figures 
which,  it  claims,  show  that  the  split  ramp  configuration  has 
more  serious  negative  impacts  on  local  streets  than  the 
-combined  ramps. 

At  ABC's  urging,  City  and  State  are  now  meeting  weekly 
to  seek  a  resolution.   Attached  is  a  map  of  the  City's  latest 
proposal  on  this  topic. 

The  Design  Committee  is  holding  a  special  meeting  on 
August  2  3  with  City  and  State  officials  to  review  the  current 
design,  engineering,  and  traffic  information  on  Sudbury/New 
Chardon.   The  Board  will  be  updated  on  September  14.   The 
Committee  expects  to  prepare  a  recommendation  to  the  Board 
for  its  September  14  meeting. 


2 

O 


< 

X 

u 

3 
2 

s 

m 
a 

D 

oo 

H 

<  Q 
H 

u  pa 

2 

w  « 

U  O 
00  H 
00 
fc  O 
S  PQ 

o 

H 

H  fH 

hJ  H 

Ph  H 

00  U 

Q 
W  •• 

o  u 

0-  OS 
O  3 
OS  O 

Oh  00 


TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 

FROM:   Gary  Hack 

PROPOSED  PEARL  OR  CONGRESS  STREET  RAMP 

Improving  access  to  the  Financial  District  has  been  an 
important  objective  of  the  Design  and  Engineering  Working 
Committee.   In  order  to  resolve  the  issue  of  whether  ramps 
for  northbound  traffic  are  possible  (or  desirable)  at  either 
Pearl  Street  or  Congress  Street,  two  special  studies  were 
commissioned.   Richard  Hangen  of  Vanasse  Hangen  Brustlin 
agreed  to  assess  the  issue  from  an  engineering  and  traffic 
flow  standpoint,  and  Susan  Cooke  of  Goodwin  Procter  and  Hoar 
dealt  with  the  issue  of  the  difficulty  of  receiving  permits 
for  the  ramps  and  whether  the  assessment  and  permitting  could 
be  segmented  from  the  larger  Central  Artery  project.   The 
Vanasse  Hangen  report  is  attached  as  Tab  9,  and  the  Goodwin 
Procter  and  Hoar  report  is  attached  as  Tab  10. 

From  a  traffic  movement  standpoint,  a  ramp  exiting  onto 
Pearl  Street  would  have  considerable  advantages  over  one 
exiting  onto  Congress  Street.   Almost  double  the  number  of 
vehicles  would  use  a  Pearl  Street  ramp  compared  to  one  on 
Congress  Street,  and  the  relief  to  other  area  streets,  such 
as  at  Dewey  Square  could  be  significant. 

However,  a  ramp  at  Pearl  Street  would  require  a  very 
tight  radius  (just  above  minimum  Federal  Highway  standards) 
and  would  need  to  be  considerably  wider  than  normal  to 
provide  adequate  forward  sight  distances.   More  serious, 
according  to  Vanasse  Hangen,  the  weaving  movements  on  the 
mainline  would  disrupt  through  traffic,  to  the  point  of 
reducing  average  speeds  of  through  traffic  from  50  mph.  to  35 
mph.   Alternative  ramp  alignments  that  improve  the  weaving 
condition  would  necessitate  taking  portions  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Building,  or  other  equally  disruptive  moves.   Thus 
Hangen  concluded,  reluctantly,  that  neither  the  Pearl  Street 
nor  the  Congress  Street  Ramp  is  a  viable  possibility. 

The  legal  opinion  further  reinforced  this  opinion.   In 
sum  Cooke  concluded  that  it  was  doubtful  that  the  ramps  would 
be  allowed  to  be  segmented  from  the  larger  highway  project  in 
terms  of  EIS  and  permitting.   Further  complicating  the 
question  is  the  fact  that  making  provision  for  the  ramp  would 
require  a  costly  reconfiguration  of  ventilation  requirements 
in  the  area.   Therefore  it  is  difficult  to  argue  that  the 
ramp  and  mainline  are  independent  projects.   Doing  the 


necessary  environmental  analysis  now  would  cause  a 
significant  delay  in  the  timetable  for  the  Project  and  open 
the  Project  to  suits  that  could  delay  it  even  further. 

Having  concluded  that  the  Pearl  and  Congress  Street 
ramps  are  not  feasible,  the  problem  remains  of  improving 
access  to  the  Financial  District.   Richard  Hangen  is 
currently  examining  a  number  of  improvements  to  surface 
streets  which  would  accomplish  the  same  ends,  and  is 
optimistic  that  a  solution  can  be  found. 
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To:     Hr .  William  Coughlin 

Artery  Business  Committee 
50  Rowes  Wharf 
Boston,  MA  02110 


DRAFT 


Date:   June  19,  1989 


Ref:    2451 


From:   Vanasse  Hangen  Erustlin 
60  Birmingham  Parkway 
Boston,  HA  02135 


INTRODUCTION 


Re:     Pearl  Street  and  Congress 
Street  Ramp  Study 
Boston,  MA 


Vanasse  Eangen  Brustlin  has  evaluated  two  proposed  ramp  alternatives  to 
provide  access  to  the  Financial  District  from  the  depressed  Central  Artery. 
Traffic  volumes  for  AM  peak  hour  in  the  year  2010  were  provided  by  the  Parsons 
Bechtel  team  for  the  two  ramp  alternatives  (Pearl  Street  and  Congress  Street) 
and  also  for  the  year  2010  base  condition.   Issues  evaluated  include: 

o  Mainline  flow  (weaving  level  of  service), 

o  Congress  Street  and  Atlantic  Avenue  intersection  capacity, 

o  Congress  Street  pedestrian  impacts  related  to  volume  changes, 

o  Atlantic  Avenue  and  Kneeland  Street  intersection  volume  changes, 

o    Atlantic  Avenue  and  Summer  Street  intersection  (Dewey  Square)  volume 
changes , 

o    Northern  Avenue  volume  changes,  and 

o    Travel  time  from  the  Southeast  Expressway  to  the  intersection  of 
Pearl  Street  and  Milk  Street  with  and  without  the  proposed  ramps. 

The  AM  peak  hour  volumes  provided  by  Parsons/Bechtel  were  used  to  conduct  the 
level  of  service  (LOS)  analysis  and  the  volume  comparisons.   The  attached 
table  provides  a  summary  of  the  results  presented  below. 

SUMMARY 

The  Pearl  Street  ramp  accomplishes  the  objective  of  providing  access  to 
Boston's  financial  district  from  the  northbound  central  artery.   It  offers 
benefits  in  the  form  of:   reduced  travel  time  to  Post  Office  Square  from  1-90 
or  1-93  and;  relief  to  surface  street  systems  in  the  South  Station  and 
Northern  Ave.  areas.   The  benefits  are  achieved  at  a  price,  however,  which  in 
addition  to  significant  construction  costs  for  the  ramp  itself,  include 
creating  undesirable  traffic  operating  conditions  on  the  northbound  artery 
between  the  1-90  merge  and  Pearl  Street  exit  and  the  fact  that  Pearl  Street 
ramp  geometry  barely  meets  acceptable  design  standards  with  possible  unsafe 
operating  conditions. 
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Dace:   June  19,  1989 
Ref:    2451 

An  off-ramp  providing  access  Co  Congress  Street  from  northbound  Central  Artery 
does  not  appear  to  accomplish  the  primary  objective  of  increasing 
accessibility  Co  Che  financial  district.   Based  upon  Par  sons /Bech tel  voLume 
forecasts,  the  Congress  Street  ramp  serves  less  than  half  the  number  of 
vehicles  using  the  Pearl  Street  ramp  in  the  AM  peak  hour.   Furthermore,  it 
appears  most  of  the  vehicles  using  Congress  Street  ramp  are  not  destined  to 
the  financial  district.   While  the  Congress  Street  ramp  apparently  fails  to 
achieve  traffic  benefits,  it  has  all  the  negative  aspects  of  a  Pearl  Street 
ramp  e.g.  undesirable  weaving  conditions  on  Che  northbound  artery  between  1-90 
merge  and  Congress  Street  exit  and  minimaly  acceptable  geometries.   Congress 
Street  constructions  costs  would  also  be  significant. 

We  have  not  summarised  the  major  permitting,  construction  and  land  use 
disruptions  which  occur  with  either  ramp  alternative  as  we  understand  the 
Committee  is  well  aware  of  these  factors. 


TRAFFIC  ANALYSIS 

Weave  Conditions  Between  1-90  Merge  and  Off-Ramp 

The  weave  between  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike/Frontage  Road  oo-ratnp  and  the 
proposed  off-ramps  was  evaluated  to  identify  the  level  of  service  for  the  two 
ramp  alternatives.   The  weaving  distance  for  the  Pearl  Street  alternative  and 
the  Congress  street  alternative  is  1,290  feet  and  1,150  feet  respectively. 
This  analysis  produces  two  levels  of  service,  one  for  the  non-weaving  movement 
and  another  for  the  weaving  movement.   The  level  of  service  for  the  weaving 
movement  for  each  ramp  alternative  is  F.   At  this  operating  condition,  delays 
and  congestion  can  be  expected.   The  level  of  service  for  the  non-weaving 
movement  was  incalculable  because  the  volume  limits  for  analysis  were 
exceeded.   According  to  the  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  when  the  volume  limits 
are  exceeded  the  likelihood  of  acceptable  flow  is  not  high. 

Congress  Street  and  Atlantic  Ave.  Intersection 

o   Critical  lane  analysis  during  AM  peak  hour  was  conducted  for  the 

intersection  under  the  two  ramp  alternatives  and  proposed  action  (no  ramp) 
assuming  two-phase  traffic  signal  operation.   The  results  indicate  that 
the  proposed  action  and  Congress  Street  alternatives  are  LOS  E  with  little 
change  in  volume.   The  Pearl  Street  alternative  will  improve  conditions  to 
LOS  D  and  provide  an  11  percent  volume  decrease. 

Surface  Street  Volume  Comparisons  (AM  Peak  Hour) 

o   Congress  Street.   The  proposed  action  volume  (without  either  ramp)  on 
Congress  Street  is  1,835  (two-way)  east  of  Atlantic  Avenue.   The  volume 
increase  for  the  Congress  street  ramp  alternative  is  5  percent.   The 
change  in  volume  for  the  Pearl  Street  ramp  alternative  is  insignificant. 
It  would  appear  that  these  increases  would  not  severely  impact  the 
pedestrian  flow  in  the  area. 
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Ref:    2451 

o   Atlantic  Avenue  and  Kneeland  Street 

Total  approach  volume  at  this  intersection  for  the  base  condition  is 
2,173.   The  overall  change  for  either  ramp  alcernative  is  insignificant, 
however,  there  is  some  redistribution  of  traffic  from  Atlantic  Avenue  to 
Kneeland  Street. 

o    Dewey  Square 

The  Pearl  Street  ramp  alternative  has  positive  benefits  to  the  Dewey 
Square  area  in  that  it  reduces  total  intersection  volume  by  13  percent  and 
Atlantic  Avenue  volume  by  15  percenc.   The  Congress  Street  ramp 
alternative  traffic  volume  decreases  at  Dewey  Square  are  insignificant. 

o    Northern  Avenue 

Traffic  volumes  along  Northern  Avenue  for  the  Pearl  Street  ramp 
alternative  are  expected  to  decrease  by  8  percent.   The  westbound 
(inbound)  volume  would  decrease  by  16  percent.   Volume  reductions  for  the 
Congress  Street  ramp  alternative  would  be  insignificant. 

o   Atlantic  Avenue  North  of  Pearl  Street 

As  shown  in  the  table  the  base  volume  on  Atlantic  Avenue  north  of  Pearl 
Street  is  1,060  vehicles.   It  increases  by  almost  500  vehicles  to  1,548 
for  the  Pearl  Street  alternative.   This  increase  in  volume  is  attributable 
to  a  diversion  of  trips  from  Artery  north  of  Pearl  Street  to  Atlantic 
Avenue  via  the  Pearl  Street  ramp.   The  Congress  Street  ramp  alternative 
does  not  cause  a  significant  diversion  to  Atlantic  Avenue. 

Travel  Time 

An  estimace  of  travel  time  between  the  Southeast  Expressway  and  the 
intersection  of  Milk,  and  Pearl  Street  during  AM  peak  hour  was  made  for  three 
routes : 

1.  Kneeland  Street  to  Atlantic  Avenue  to  Pearl  Street  (no  ramp 
alternatives) , 

2.  Northbound  Central  Artery  to  Pearl  Street  off-ramp  to  Pearl  Street, 
and 

3.  Northbound  Central  Artery  to  Congress  Street  off-ramp  to  Congress 
Street  to  Atlantic  Avenue  to  Pearl  Street. 

The  table  shows  a  three  and  one  half  minute  saving  with  the  Pearl  Street  ramp 
and  a  two  minute  saving  with  the  Congress  Street  ramp  versus  the  local  street 
system. 
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IC  should  be  noted  that  the  amount  of  time  saved  should  be  compared  with  total 
travel  time  for  trips  destined  to  Post  Office  Square  from  point  of  trip 
origin. 

GEOMETRIC  ANALYSIS 

PROPOSED  CENTRAL  ARTERY  NORTHBOUND  EXIT  RAMP  TO  CONGRESS  STREET  -  BOSTON 

RELEVANT  AASHTO  GUIDELINES 

Guidelines  presented  in  the  latest  1984  AASHTO  "Policy  on  Geometric 
Design  of  Highways  and  Streets"  provide  a  correlation  between  design 
speeds  for  mainline  roadways  and  connecting  service  ramps.   For  design 
speeds  of  50  MPH  along  the  Central  Artery,  the  appropriate  design 
criteria  for  service  ramps  should  meet  45  MPH  (Upper  Range)  to  25  MPH 
(Lower  Range)  travel  speeds.   AASHTO  states  that  conformance  to  the 
Upper  Range  guidelines,  particularly  for  loop  ramp  configuration  in 
urban  locales,  would  sometime  result  in  significantly  increased  land 
damage  and  travel  distance,  and  stipulates,  therefore,  that  lower  range 
guidelines  would  be  permissible.   It  should  be  recognized,  however,  that 
conformance  to  the  lower  range  guidelines  (25  MPH)  is  based  on  normal 
surface  ramp  facilities,  otherwise  meeting  applicable  design  criteria. 

for  25  MPH  ramp  speeds,  the  following  geometric  guidelines  are 
applicable: 

Minimum  Horizontal  Sight  Distance  150  feet 

Minimum  Stopping  Sight  Distance  150  feet 

Minimum  Ramp  Curvature  (e  =  0.06  ft/ft)  180  feet 

Maximum  Ramp  Profile  Gradient  5-7  percent 


ALTERNATIVE  1  RAMP  SCHEME 

PARTIAL  LOOP  AND  TANGENT  ALIGNMENT  TO  CONGRESS  STREET 

Horizontal  Alignment  -  Based  on  ramp  geometry  presented  on  the  100  scale 
study  plan,  the  proposed  horizontal  alignment  would  be  deficient  for  25 
MPH  design  speeds  according  to  guidelines  presented  in  the  AASHTO 
policy.   Specifically,  the  proposed  loop  radius  of  150  feet  wold  fall 
short  of  relevant  minimum  curvature  requirements  of  180  foot  radius,  and 
horizontal  sight  lines,  measured  across  the  inside  tunnel  face  of  150 
foot  radius,  would  appear  to  be  deficient,  depending  on  the  proposed 
dimensional  offset  relationship  between  the  ramp  centerline  and  the 
inside  tunnel  wall  face.   Compliance  to  minimum  25  MPH  guidelines  would 
produce  further  encroachment  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel  and  widening  of 
the  ramp  tunnel  structure  to  accommodate  radius  and  visibility 
requirements  respectively  within  the  curved  section  of  the  ramp. 


2451/689/prm-DD6 
6/9 'd  KGSWbH  3SSWKIWA  f£:0T  68,  82  Kin f 


DRAFT 


Date:   June  19,  1989 
Ref:   2A51 

Inadequate  horizontal  sight  distance  would  be  of  critical  importance  in 
a  confined  tunnel  environment  because  of  the  likelihood  of  queued 
traffic  or  a  disabled  vehicle  positioned  along  the  inner  ramp  edge  (see 
attached  graphic). 

Vertical  Alignment  -  The  proposed  ramp  profile,  featured  by  a  7% 
upgrade,  meets  applicable  AASHTO  guidelines  for  travel  speeds  of  25  to 
30  MPH.   The  proposed  sag  vertical  curve  at  the  CANB  and  crest  curve 
approaching  the  Congress  Street  terminus  would  conform  to  applicable 
geometric  guidelines  based  on  speed  requirements. 


GENERAL  DESIGN  CONSIDERATIONS 

The  horizontal  configuration  of  the  Central  Artery  Northbound  Roadway 
through  the  South  Station  area  is,  in  part,  sharply  curvalinear  (R=764') 
and  provides  only  minimum  conformance  to  AASHTO  guidelines  for  50  MPH 
travel  speeds.   Under  the  current  design  proposal  for  the  Depressed 
Central  Artery,  this  segment  of  Northbound  Roadway  would  serve  as  a 
merging  section  for  entering  Ramp  C  traffic  volumes.   The  introduction 
of  the  proposed  exit  ramp,  serving  the  business  area,   would  impose 
additional  geometric  requirements  dictated  by  moderate  to  high  speed 
weaving  movements  between  adjacent  ramp  terminals. 

AASHTO  states  their  concern  as  to  the  undes irability  of  merging, 
diverging  and  weaving  maneuvers  within  a  tunnel  as  well  as  the  avoidance 
of  forks,  exit  and  entrance  ramps. 

In  the  content  of  minimum  50  MPH  horizontal  geometry  along  the  CANB 
Roadway  at  the  proposed  weaving  section,  it  is  our  view  that  overall 
traffic  service  and  safety  in  the  tunnel  environment  could  be  adversely 
affected  by  the  successive  ratnp  connections  particularly  during  peak 
hour  conditions. 

In  addition,  the  steep  ramp  gradient  (7X)  may  tend  to  induce  higher 
travel  speeds  by  truck  vehicles  through  the  critical  curved  section  in 
order  to  maintain  momentum  toward  Congress  Street. 
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INNER  CURBLINE  RADIUS  OF  150  FEET 

ATTAINMENT  OF  150  FOOT  HORIZONTAL  SIGHT  DISTANCE  WOULD  REQUIRE  A 
INNER  CURBLINE /TUNNEL  WALL  OFFSET  OF  7.5  FEET. 


INNER  CURBLINE  RADIUS  OF  180  FEET 

ATTAINMENT  OF  150  FOOT  HORIZONTAL  SIGHT  DISTANCE  WOULD  REQUIRE  A 
INNER  CURBLINE /TUNNEL  WALL  OFFSET  OF  4.5  FEET. 
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ALTERNATIVE  2  RAMP  -  SCHEME  31,  FULL  LOOP  CONNECTION  TO  PEARL  STREET 

Horizontal  Alignment  -  The  alternate  proposal,  utilizing  a  full  loop 
ramp  connection  to  Pearl  Street,  provides  a  minimum  radius  of  about  160 
feet  and  moderately  improved  approach  visibility  to  the  ramp  entrance 
along  the  CANB  roadway.   Compliance  to  minimum  curvature  and  horizontal 
sight  distance  guidelines,  however,  appears  to  fall  short  of  governing 
criteria  presented  in  the  AASHTO  policy.   Because  of  the  full  loop 
configuration,  deficiencies  in  horizontal  visibility  would  be  a  concern 
for  the  full  ramp  length,  unless  appropriate  offset,  inside  curbline  to 
tunnel  wall,  uas  provided. 

Vertical  Alignment  -  Sased  on  the  overall  ramp  length,  the  controlling 
maximum  ramp  gradient  would  be  about  8.5*.   AASHTO  guidelines,  as 
general  criteria,  outlines  the  use  of  maximum  6Z  to  8*  ascending  grades 
on  ramps  designed  to  15  to  25  MPH  speeds,  with  the  use  of  steeper  grades 
should  topographic  conditions  dictate. 

GENERAL  DESIGN  CONSIDERATIONS 

In  overview,  the  proposed  full  loop  ramp  alternative  provides  extremely 
marginal  design  geometries  in  the  context  of  heavy  traffic  densities  and 
tunnel  confinement  where  conformance  to  more  optimum  guidelines  is 
desirable  for  traffic  service  and  safety.   In  combination  with  minimum 
approach  geometries  along  the  proposed  CAMB  roadway  in  advance  of  the 
ramp  entrance,  the  overall  concept  would,  in  our  opinion,  result  in 
ineffective  and  congested  traffic  operations  in  the  weaving  area. 
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TO:      Artery  Business  Committee 

FR:      Susan  M.  Cooke 
Donald  S.  Berry 
Goodwin,  Procter  &  Hoar 

RE:      Environmental  Requirements  Applicable  to  Proposed 
Central  Artery  Ramp 

DATE:     June  23,  1989 


I .   QUESTION  PRESENTED 

Goodwin,  Procter  &  Hoar  has  been  asked  to  analyze  the 
environmental  permitting  and  review  requirements  which  would 
apply  to  an  exit  ramp  from  the  northbound  side  of  the  proposed 
Central  Artery  Project  to  Boston's  Financial  District  (the 
"Ramp").   We  have  reviewed  two  proposed  configurations  of  the 
Ramp  —  one  connecting  with  Pearl  Street  and  one  connecting 
with  Congress  Street.   Both  would  require  dredging  and  filling 
in  the  Fort  Point  Channel.   This  memorandum  identifies  the 
federal  and  state  environmental  permits  and  approvals  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  Ramp,  as  well  as  the  federal  and  state 
environmental  impact  review  requirements  which  could  be 
affected  by  its  construction.   In  addition,  this  memorandum 
discusses  the  Ramp's  effect  on  the  environmental  permit  and 
review  process  on  the  entire  Central  Artery  Project. 


II .   DISCUSSION 

A.    Federal  Clean  Water  Act — Section  404 

1 .    Permit  Requirement 

Section  301  of  the  Federal  Clean  Water  Act,  33  U.S-.C 
§1311,  prohibits  the  discharge  of  pollutants  from  point  sources 
into  waters  of  the  United  States,  except  in  accordance  with 
certain  provisions  of  the  Act.   Among  these  provisions  is  §404, 
33  U.S.C.  §1344,  which  empowers  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
issue  a  permit  for  the  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material 
into  navigable  waters.   "Navigable  waters"  is  defined  under 


§502(7)  of  the  Act,  33  U.S.C.  §1362(7),  as  "waters  of  the 
United  States".   The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (the  "Corps")  has 
adopted  regulations  implementing  §404  at  33  C.F.R.  Parts  320, 
323,  325  through  328,. and  330.   Under  §404(c)  of  the  Federal 
Clean  Water  Act,  the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  ("EPA")  may  prohibit  or  restrict  the 
designation  of  a  location  as  a  site  for  the  discharge  of 
dredged  or  fill  material  if  he  determines  that  the  discharge  of 
such  materials  into  the  area  will  have  an  unacceptable  adverse 
effect  on  municipal  water  supplies,  shellfish  beds  and  fishery 
areas,  wildlife,  or  recreational  areas.   EPA  has  adopted 
guidelines  for  the  designation  of  sites  for  the  discharge  of 
dredged  or  fill  materials,  and  these  guidelines  are  set  forth 
at  40  C.F.R.'  Part  230. 

2.    Criteria  for  Permit  Issuance 

In  determining  whether  to  issue  a  permit  under  §404, 
the  Corps  must  conduct  a  public  interest  review  of  the  permit 
application.   33  C.F.R.  §320. 4(a).   In  this  review,  the'Corps 
must  evaluate  the  impacts  which  the  proposed  activity  may  have 
on  the  public  interest  and  must  weigh  the  benefits  expected  to 
accrue  from  the  proposal  against  the  reasonably  foreseeable 
detriments.   Id.   Section  320.4(a)  states  that  all  factors 
which  may  be  relevant  to  the  proposal  must  be  considered, 
including  the  cumulative  effects  thereof. 

Section  320.4(a)(2)  sets  forth  general  criteria  which  must 
be  considered  in  the  evaluation  of  an  application  for  a  Corps 
permit.   These  criteria  are  as  follows:   (a)  the  relative 
extent  of  the  public  and  private  need  for  the  proposed 
structure  or  work;  (b)  where  there  are  unresolved  conflicts  as 
to  resource  use,  the  practicability  of  using  reasonable 
alternative  locations  and  methods  to  accomplish  the  objective 
of  the  proposed  structure  or  work;  and  (c)  the  extent  and 
permanence  of  the  beneficial  and/or  detrimental  effects  which 
the  proposed  structure  or  work  is  likely  to  have  on  the  public 
and  private  uses  to  which  the  area  is  suited. 

In  addition,  the  Corps  regulations  specify  factors  which 
must  be  considered  in  determining  whether  to  issue  a  permit. 
See  33  C.F.R.  §§320 . 4 (b)-(r ) .   Among  these  factors  are  several 
which  could  be  considered  relevant  to  the  ramp.   They  are:   (a) 
the  effect  of  the  proposed  project  on  fish  and  wildlife;  (b) 
the  effect  of  the  proposed  project  on  historic,  cultural, 
scenic,  and  recreational  values;  (c)  the  effect  of  the  project 
on  the  limits  of  the  territorial  sea;  (d)  other  federal,  state 
or  local  requirements;  (e)  the  effect  of  the  proposed  project 
on  navigation;  (f)  the  environmental  benefits  of  the  proposed 
project;  (g)  the  economic  benefits  of  the  proposed  project;  and 
(h)  mitigation  of  any  adverse  effects  of  the  proposed  project. 


Furthermore,  under  5404(b)(1)  of  the  Federal  Clean  Water 
Act  and  5320.4(a)  of  the  Corps'  regulations,  proposed 
activities  subject  to  5404  must  comply  with  EPA ' s  guidelines 
for  such  discharges.   These  guidelines  include  restrictions  set 
forth  at  40  C.F.R.  5230.10.   In  issuing  a  permit,  the  Corps 
must  make  specific  findings  as  to  whether  a  proposed  discharge 
of  fill  would  comply  with  these  restrictions.   The  restrictions 
are  as  follows: 

(a)  there  must  be  no  practicable  alternative  to  the 
proposed  discharge  which  would  have  less  adverse  impact  on 
the  aquatic  ecosystem  and  which  does  not  have  other 
significant  adverse  environmental  consequences;  (b)  the 
discharge  must  not  violate  any  of  certain  federal  or  state 
requirements  of  jeopardize  an  endangered  or  threatened 
species;  (c)  there  must  not  be  a  significant  degradation  of 
waters  which  would  result  from  the  discharge,  including 
adverse  effects  on  municipal  water  supplies,  plankton, 
fish,  shellfish,  wildlife,  and  recreational,  aesthetic,  and 
economic  values;  and 

(d)  actions  must  be  taken  to  minimize  potential  adverse 
impacts  of  the  discharge  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem. 

3.    Application  of  Requirement  to  the  Ramp 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  construction  of  the 
Ramp  would  require  the  placement  of  fill  in  the  Fort  Point 
Channel,  which  constitutes  waters  of  the  United  States  for  the 
purposes  of  5404.   As  a  result,  the  Ramp  would  require  a  permit 
from  the  Corps.   Given  the  criteria  to  be  considered  by  the 
Corps  in  issuing  such  a  permit,  it  could  well  require  the 
applicant  to  provide  considerable  analysis  of  measures  that 
minimize  the  adverse  effects  of  filling  on  marine  life  in  the 
Fort  Point  Channel.   Moreover,  the  Corps  could  require  that  the 
Ramp  be  designed  so  as  to  result  in  the  least  amount  of  filling 
possible  for  any  particular  configuration.   In  addition, 
opponents  of  the  Central  Artery  Project  or  of  the  Ramp  itself 
could  argue  during  the  permitting  process  that  the  Ramp  is 
unnecessary  or  should  be  built  in  a  different  location. 

Consequently,  while  a  5404  permit  should  be  obtainable  for 
the  Ramp,  the  application  and  approval  process  is  likely  to  be 
a  lengthy  one.   Finally,  it  should  be  noted  that  no  provision 
of  5404  or  of  the  Corps'  regulations  governing  the  issuance  of 
5404  permits  requires  the  delay  of  an  entire  project  until  a 
5404  permit  required  for  one  portion  of  the  project  is 
obtained.   However,  it  is  possible  that  uncertainty  about 
whether  the  Ramp  would  be  permitted  or  about  its  ultimate 
design-  would  make  it  practical  to  delay  other  aspects  of  the 
work  on  the  Artery  Project  until  the  5404  permit  for  the  Ramp 
is  issued. 


B .    Rivers  and  Harbors  Act — Section  10 

1.  Permit  Requirement 

Section  10  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1899,  33 
U.S.C.  §403,  prohibits  the  unauthorized  obstruction  or 
alteration  of  any  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States.   Under 
§10,  the  construction  of  any  structure  in  or  over  any  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States,  the  excavation  from  or  depositing 
of  material  in  such  waters,  or  the  accomplishment  of  other  work 
affecting  the  course,  location,  condition,  or  capacity  of  such 
waters  is  unlawful  unless  the  work  has  been  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  the  Army  Corps  and  authorized  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army.   See  33  C.F.R.  §320. 2(b).   The  Army  Corps  has  adopted 
regulations  implementing  §10  at  33  C.F.R.  Parts  320,  322, 
325-327,  329 ,  and  330 . 

2.  Criteria  for  Permit  Issuance 

In  determining  whether  to  issue  a  permit  under  §10, 
the  Corps  must  conduct  the  same  type  of  public  interest  review 
of  the  permit  application  as  is  required  in  connection  with  an 
application  for  a  permit  under  §404  of  the  Federal  Clean  Water 
Act.  33  C.F.R.  §320. 4(a).   This  regulatory  provision  governing 
this  review  are  discussed  in  Section  A. 2  above.   The  EPA 
guidelines  discussed  in  that  section  do  not  apply  to  the 
issuance  of  a  §10  permit. 

3.  Application  of  Requirement  to  the  Ramp 

As  discussed  above,  it  is  our  understanding  that  the 
construction  of  the  Ramp  would  require  'the  construction  of 
structures  and  the  placement  of  fill  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel, 
which  constitutes  navigable  waters  for  the  purposes  of  §10.   As 
a  result,  the  Ramp  would  require  a  permit  from  the  Corps.   The 
criteria  to  be  considered  by  the  Corps  in  issuing  such  a  permit 
are  similar  to  those  which  are  applicable  to  issuance  of  a  §404 
permit.   Consequently,  although  a  §10  permit  should  eventually 
be  issued  for  the  Ramp,  its  precise  location  and  configuration 
could  well  be  different  from  the  two  alternatives  covered  by 
this  discussion.   Moreover,  such  a  permit  could  well  engender  a 
lengthy  application  and  review  process,  particularly  the 
analysis  of  the  public  and  private  need  for  the  Ramp,  its 
effects  and  benefits,  and  the  practicability  of  alternative 
locations . 

No  provision  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  or  of  the  Corps' 
regulations  governing  the  issuance  of  §10  permits  requires  the 
delay  of  an  entire  project  until  a  §10  permit  required  for  one 
portion  of  the  project  is  obtained.   However,  it  is  possible 
that  uncertainty  about  whether  the  Ramp  would  be  permitted  or 
about  its  ultimate  design  would  make  it  practical  to  delay 
other  aspects  of  the  work  on  the  Artery  Project  until  the  §10 
permit  for  the  Ramp  is  issued. 


C.    Water  Quality  Certification 

1.  Certification  Requirement 

Section  401(a)(1)  of  the  Federal  Clean  Water  Act,  33 
U.S.C.  51341(a)(1),  requires  an  applicant  for  a  federal  license 
or  permit  for  an  activity  which  may  result  in  the  discharge  of 
pollutants  to  waters  of  the  United  States  to  provide  the 
licensing  or  permitting  agency  with  a  certification  from  the 
state  in  which  the  discharge  will  originate  that  such  discharge 
will  comply  with  applicable  provisions  of  the  Clean  Water  Act". 
EPA's  regulations  concerning  such  water  quality  certifications 
are  set  forth  at  40  C.F.R.  Part  121,  and  §121.2(3)  of  those 
regulations  requires  that  such  a  certification  include  a 
statement  that  there  is  reasonable  assurance  that  the  proposed 
activity  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner  which  will  not  violate 
applicable  water  quality  standards. 

Section  43(2)  of  the  Massachusetts  Clean  Waters  Act 
prohibits  any  person  from  engaging  in  any  activity  that  may 
reasonably  be  expected  to  result,  directly  or  indirectly,  in 
the  discharge  of  pollutants  into  waters  of  the  Commonwealth 
without  a  permit  issued  by  the  Division  of  Water  Pollution 
Control  ("DWPC").   In  addition,  §27(5)  of  the  Clean  Waters  Act 
requires  DWPC  to  adopt  standards  of  minimum  water  quality 
applicable  to  various  waters  or  portions  of  waters  of  the 
Commonwealth,  and  §27(12)  requires  DWPC  to  adopt  regulations 
necessary  for  the  proper  administration  of  laws  relative  to 
water  pollution  control  and  the  protection  of  the  quality  and 
value  of  water  resources.   Pursuant  to  the  aforementioned 
statutory  authority,  DWPC  has  adopted  regulations  governing  the 
issuance  of  water  quality  certifications  at  314  C.M.R. 
§§9.00-9.91. 

2.  Criteria  for  Issuance  of  Certification 

Section  9.04(1)  of  DWPC ' s  regulations  provides  for  a 
DWPC  certification  that  a  project  will  ensure  the  maintenance 
or  attainment  of  the  Massachusetts  water  quality  standards  in 
the  affected  waters  of  the  Commonwealth  and  will  minimize 
impacts  on  the  environment.   Section  9.03  of  the  regulations 
specifies  the  criteria  to  be  applied  by  DWPC  in  determining 
whether  to  issue  a  water  quality  certification.   These  criteria 
include  the  chemical  constituents  of  the  fill  material  to  be 
discharged,  the  physical  characteristics  of  the  fill  material, 
and  the  technique  to  be  used  for  discharging  the  fill.   See  314 
C.M.R.  §9.03(3)-(5) . 

3.  Application  of  Requirement  to  the  Ramp 

As  discussed  above,  the  Ramp  would  require  a  §404 
permit  from  the  Army  Corps,  and  the  need  for  that  permit 


triggers  the  water  quality  certification  requirement .   Since 
the  criteria  to  be  considered  by  DWPC  in  issuing  a  water 
quality  certification  focus  on  the  prevention  of  water 
pollution,  it  appears  that  such  a  certification  should  be 
obtained  under  current  standards.   No  provision  of  the 
statutory  or  regulatory  provisions  governing  the  issuance  of 
water  qualify  certifications  requires  the  delay  of  an  entire 
project  until  a  certification  required  for  one  portion  of  the 
project  is  obtained.   However,  it  is  possible  that  uncertainty 
about  whether  the  Ramp  would  be  permitted  or  about  its  ultimate 
design  would  make  it  practical  to  delay  other  aspects  of  the 
work  on  the  Artery  Project  until  the  water  quality 
certification  for  the  Ramp  is  issued. 

D .    Tidelands  Licensing  (Chapter  91) 

1.  License  Requirement 

Section  14  of  M.G.L.  c.  91  ("Chapter  91")  authorizes 
the  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering  ("DEQE")  to 
license  and  prescribe  the  terms  for  the  construction  of 
structures  in  tidelands  and  for  the  filling  of  tidelands. 
Under  §18  of  Chapter  91,  a  DEQE  license  must  be  obtained  for 
any  change  in  use  or  structural  alteration  of  a  licensed 
structure  or  fill  in  or  on  tidelands.   The  term  "tidelands"  is 
defined  under  Chapter  91  to  include  both  present  and  former 
submerged  lands  below  the  high  water  mark.   DEQE  has  adopted 
regulations  to  implement  the  Chanter  91  license  requirement  at 
310  C.M.R.  §§9 . 00-9.98. 

2.  Criteria  for  License  Issuance 


authorized  to 
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Under  Sections  14  and  18  of  Chapter  91,  DEQE  is 
unitfd  to  license  structures  and  fill  on  private  tidelands 
ve  the  low  water  line)  and  commonwealth  tidelands  (below 
Luc  low  water  line),  provided  that  no  structure  or  fill  for  a 
non-water-dependent  use  of  tidelands  may  be  licensed  unless 
DEQE  determines  that:   (a)  the  structure  or  fill  serves  a 
proper  public  purpose;  (b)  the  purpose  provides  a  greater 
public  benefit  than  public  detriment  to  the  rights  of  the 
public  in  the  tidelands;  and  (c)  the  determination  is 
consistent  with  the  Massachusetts  coastal  zone  management 
policies,  which  are  discussed  in  Section  F  below. 

DEQE ' s  current  Chapter  91  regulations  were  issued  prior  to 
major  statutory  amendments  which  added  the  above-described 
provisions  concerning  proper  public  purposes,  public  benefits 
and  detriments,  and  the  standards  applicable  to  licensing  of 
non-water-dependent  uses.   Accordingly,  the  regulations  do  not 


contain  provisions  to  implement  these  provisions.   However, 
DEQE  is  expected  to  propose  substantial  amendments  to  its 
Chapter  9  1  regulations  within  the  next  month,  and  these  new 
regulations  will  address  all  of  these  topics.   DEQE  intends  to 
issue  these  new  regulations  in  final  form  by  the  end  of  1989. 

DEQE ' s  current  Chapter  91  regulations  contain  some 
provisions  which  may  be  relevant  to  the  Ramp,  although  it  is 
not  clear  whether  or  to  what  extent  these  provisions  will 
remain  unchanged  in  DEQE ' s  amended  regulations.   The  current 
regulations  set  forth  criteria  for  the  issuance  of  Chapter  91 
licenses  and  specify  factors  and  issues  which  DEQE  muse 
consider  to  determine  whether  the  criteria  have  been  met. 
Among  these  criteria,  which  are  set  forth  at  310  C.M.R. 
§9.20-9.22,  are  several  which  may  be  relevant  to  the  Ramp. 
These  criteria  address:   (a)  interference  with  navigation; 
(b)  stability  of  structures  (c)  the  reserved  public  rights  to 
fish,  fowl,  and  navigate  in  tidelands;  (d)  the  value  of 
commonwealth  tidelands  to  the  public;  (e)  damage  to  underwater 
archaeological  resources;  (f)  a  prohibition  on  any  project  in 
or  over  commonwealth  tidelands  that  is  within  300  feet  of  an 
historic  site  or  district  if  the  project  would  have  a 
significant  adverse  effect  on  such  site  or  district. 

DEQE ' s  regulations  also  impose  standards  designed  to 
protect  certain  land  and  water  areas.   These  regulations  are 
set  forth  at  310  C.M.R.  §9.23,  and  among  the  areas  for  which 
standards  are  specified  are  several  which  may  be  relevant  to 
the  Ramp.   These  are  as  follows:   land  under  the  ocean,  coastal 
banks,  and  shellfish  beds  and  areas.   Finally,  §9.25  of  DEQE ' s 
regulations  impose  standards  on  dredging  operations  which  are 
designed  to  prevent  water  pollution,  impacts  on  shellfish  beds, 
and  interference  with  navigation,  recreation,  and  commercial 
activities . 

3.    Application  of  Requirement  to  the  Ramp 

As  discussed  above,  a  portion  of  the  Ramp  would  be 
located  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel,  and  a  portion  would  be 
located  on  or  under  land  which  was  formerly  subject  to  tidal 
flow  and  has  been  filled.   Therefore,  the  Ramp  falls  within  the 
scope  of  the  licensing  requirements  discussed  above.   While 
DEQE  has  in  the  past  exercised  discretion  in  the  application  of 
the  license  requirement,  we  have  been  informed  by  Douglas 
Cotton,  Manager  of  Environmental  Permits  and  Procedures  for  the 
Central  Artery  Project,  that  DEQE  has  confirmed  the  Chapter  91 
license  requirement  for  the  Artery  Project.   Thus,  such  a 
license  would  be  required  for  the  Ramp. 

We  have  also  been  informed  by  Mr.  Cotton  that  several 
portions  of  the  Central  Artery  Project  will  involve  crossings 


of.  waterways  have  been  informally  determined  by  DEQE  to 
constitute  water-dependent  uses.   However,  Mr.  Cotton  states 
that  the  Ramp  would  be  considered  by  DEQE  to  constitute  a 
non-water-dependent  use.   The  basis  for  this  difference  in  the 
characterization  of  the  Ramp  and  other  portions  of  t'  e  Central 
Artery  Project  to  be  located  under  water  is  not  clear. 

Given  the  uncertainty  concerning  the  regulations  which 
would  apply  to  the  Ramp  and  whether  the  Ramp  could  be 
classified  as  a  water-dependent  use,  it  is  unclear  what 
licensing  standards  will  have  to  be  met.   Nonetheless,  with  one 
exception,  it  should  be  possible  to  comply  with  the  Chapter  91 
licensing  standards  set  forth  in  the  current  regulations  for  a 
non-water-dependent  use.   The  exception  is  the  provision 
regarding  adverse  impacts  on  historic  sites.   We  have  been 
informed  by  Matthew  Coogan,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction  ("EOTC") 
that  Russia  Wharf  is  listed  on  the  Massachusetts  Register  of 
Historic  Places  and  that  the  Ramp  would  result  in  the 
alteration  or  destruction  of  a  portion  of  that  structure.   In 
addition,  it  is  our  understanding  that  the  Ramp  would  involve 
work  on  commonwealth  tidelands.   Assuming  the  foregoing,  DEQE 
could  well  be  precluded  from  issuing  a  Chapter  91  license  for 
the  Ramp . 

Because  of  uncertainty  about  the  Ramp  as  water-dependent  or 
non-water-dependent  and  how  DEQE  would  evaluate  the  benefits 
and  detriments  of  the  Ramp,  it  is  not  clear  how  the  statutory 
licensing  standards  concerning  public  purposes  and  public 
benefits  and  detriments  would  apply  to  the  Ramp.   It  appears 
that  strong  arguments  could  be  made  that  the  Ramp  would  serve 
an  important  public  purpose  and  would  be  of  great  benefit  to 
the  public  because  it  would  provide  access  to  a  significant 
portion  of  the  City  and  would  eliminate  the  need  for  vehicles 
to  travel  on  City  streets  through  other  parts  of  the  City  to 
reach  the  Financial  District.   In  addition,  a  strong  case  can 
be  made  that  the  tidelands  on  which  the  Ramp  would  be  located 
are  not  currently  of  great  value  to  the  public.   Nonetheless, 
opponents  of  the  Ramp  might  argue  that  construction  in  tidal 
areas  should  be  minimized  and  that  the  Ramp  could  have  negative 
impacts  on  Artery  traffic  and  traffic  in  the  area  where  it 
joins  City  streets. 

No  provision  of  the  statutory  or  regulatory  provisions 
governing  the  issuance  of  Chapter  91  licenses  requires  the 
issuance  of  only  one  license  for  a  large,  multi-faceted  project 
subject  to  the  licensing  requirement .   In  addition,  no 
statutory  or  regulatory  provision  requires  that  the  entire 
project  be  delayed  until  a  Chapter  91  license  for  one  portion 
of  it  is  obtained,  provided  that  any  necessary  license  has  been 
obtained  for  those  portions  of  the  project  which  are  to 
proceed.   However,  it  is  possible  that  uncertainty  about 


whether  the  Ramp  would  be  licensed  or  about  its  ultimate  design 
would  make  it  practical  to  delay  other  aspects  of  the  work  on 
the  Artery  Project  until  the  Chapter  91  license  for  the  Ramp  is 
issued . 

E.    Massachusetts  Wetlands  Protection  Act 

1.  Order  of  Conditions  Requirement 

The  Massachusetts  Wetlands  Protection  Act  prohibits 
the  removal,  filling,  dredging,  or  alteration  of  certain 
wetland  and  water  areas  including  any  bank,  bordering  on  the 
ocean,  any  land  under  such  water,  or  any  land  subject  to  tidal 
action,  coastal  storm  flowage,  or  flooding,  until  after  a 
notice  of  intent  describing  the  proposed  activities  has  been 
filed  with  the  local  conservation  commission  and  the  commission 
has  issued  an  order  of  conditions  covering  such  activities  or 
has  determined  that  no  conditions  need  be  imposed  upon  these 
activities.   The  Wetlands  Protection  Act  authorizes  DEQE  to 
hear  appeals  of  orders  of  conditions  and  to  adopt  regulations 
to  implement  the  Act,  and  DEQE  has  adopted  such  regulations  at 
310  C.M.R.  §§10.00-10.99.   The  lands  and  activities  covered  by 
the  Wetlands  Protection  Act  are  identified  and  described  in  the 
Act  and  are  further  identified  and  described  in  DEQE ' s  wetlands 
protection  regulations.   According  to  §10 . 02(2) (b)  of  the 
regulations,  any  activity  within  100  feet  of  certain  of  the 
areas  identified  in  the  Act  as  subject  to  protection  is  itself 
subject  to  regulation  under  the  Act  and  its  implementing 
regulations . 

2.  Criteria  for  Issuance  of  Order  of  Conditions 

DEQE ' s  wetlands  regulations  applicable  to  work 
affecting  coastal  areas  are  set  forth  at  310  C.M.R. 
§§10.21-10.37.   These  regulations  establish  performance 
standards  for  work  affecting  any  of  certain  coastal  resource 
areas,  and  these  standards  identify  the  requirements  that  the 
conservation  commission  must  impose  to  protect  the  functions 
served  by  the  resource  areas.   Three  of  the  coastal  resource 
areas  and  their  respective  performance  standards  may  be 
relevant  to  the  Ramp,  and  they  are  as  follows:   (a)  land  under 
the  ocean,  which  is  considered  significant  to  protection  of 
marine  fisheries  and  land  containing  shellfish,  prevention  of 
storm  damage,  flood  control,  and  protection  of  wildlife 
habitat.   310  C.M.R.  §10.25(1);  '(b)    coastal  banks,  which  are 
considered  significant  to  prevention  of  storm  damage  prevention 
and  flood  control,  (c)  land  containing  shellfish,  which  is 
considered  significant  to  protection  of  land  containing 
shellfish  and  to  the  protection  of  marine  fisheries.   310 
C.M.R.  §10.34(1). 


3.    Application  of  Requirement  to  the  Ramp 

The  Ramp  would  involve  alteration  of  land  under  the 
ocean  and  possibly  alteration  of  a  coastal  bank  and/or  land 
containing  shellfish.   Thus,  an  order  of  conditions  from  the 
Boston  Conservation  Commission  would  be  required.   Given  the 
criteria  to  be  considered  by  DWPC  in  issuing  a  water  quality 
certification,  it  appears  that  the  permitting  process  would 
involve  detailed  consideration  of  impacts  to  several  interests 
protected  by  the  wetlands  statute,  including  the  impact  on 
shellfish  and  coastal  banks.   However,  some  form  of  a  permit, 
perhaps  one  with  many  restrictions,  would  ultimately  be 
issued . 

No  provision  of  the  statutory  or  regulatory  provisions 
governing  the  issuance  of  orders  of  conditions  requires  the 
delay  of  an  entire  project  until  an  order  of  conditions 
required  for  one  portion  of  the  project  is  obtained.   However, 
it  is  possible  that  uncertainty  about  whether  the  Ramp  would  be 
permitted  or  about  its  ultimate  design  would  make  it  practical 
to  delay  other  aspects  of  the  work  on  the  Artery  Project  until 


F.    Coastal  Zone  Management  Act 

1.    Consistency  Review  Requirement 

Section  307(c)(1)  of  the  Federal  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act  ("CZM")  Act,  16  U.S.C  51456(c)(1),  provides 
that  a  federal  agency  conducting  or  supporting  activities 
directly  affecting  the  coastal  zone  must  carry  out  such  action 
in  a  manner  which  is,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
consistent  with  the  applicable  federally-approved  state  CZM 
program.   NOAA's  CZM  consistency  review  regulations  are  set 
•forth  at  15  C.F.R.  Part  930. 

M.G.L.  c.  21A  §4A  establishes  the  CZM  Office  within  the 
Massachusetts  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
("EOEA")  and  requires  the  adoption  of  a  CZM  program  to  secure 
for  the  inhabitants  of  the  Commonwealth  the  objectives  and 
benefits  of  the  Federal  CZM  Act.   EOEA  has  adopted  CZM 
regulations  which  are  set  forth  at  301  C.M.R.  §§20.00-20.99  and 
§§21.00-21.26.   Section  21.06  of  these  regulations  lists 
federal  permit  and  license  activities  which,  when  conducted  by 
an  applicant  in  whole  or  in  part  within  the  coastal  zone,  are 
likely  to  directly  affect  the  coastal  zone  and  require  review 
by  the  CZM  Office  for  consistency  with  CZM  policies  prior  to 
issuance  of  such  a  permit  or  license.   The  CZM  policies  adopted 
by  EOEA  are  set  forth  at  301  C.M.R.  §20.05(3)  and  the  Policy 
Appendix  of  the  CZM  regulations. 
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Where  a  federal  permit  is  subject  to  consistency  review, 
the  permit  applicant  must  submit  a  certification  that  the 
proposed  activity  is  consistent  with  the  state  CZM  program  to 
the  applicable  federal  agency  and  to  the  state  CZM  Office  when 
the  permit  application  is  filed.   301  C.M.R.  §21.10(1);  see 
also  15  C.F.R.  §930.57.   Pursuant  to  301  C.M.R.  §21.14,  the  CZM 
Office  must  notify  the  federal  agency  and  the  applicant  whether 
it  concurs  with  or  objects  to  the  consistency  certification. 

2.  Criteria  for  Consistency  Review 

Numerous  CZM  policies  may  be  relevant  to  the  Ramp. 
These  policies  address  the  following  topics: 

(a)  protection  of  ecologically  significant  resource 
areas ; 

(b)  improvement  and  maintenance  of  water  quality; 

(c)  minimization  of  interference  with  water 
circulation  and  sediment  transport; 

(d)  preservation  of  marine  productivity; 

(e)  protection  of  historic  districts  and  sites; 

(f)  minimization  of  adverse  impacts  to  public 
recreation  sites; 

(g)  prevention  of  flood  and  erosion  damage; 

(h)  compatibility  of  development  with  local  community 
character  and  scenic  resources; 

(i)  expansion  of  water  dependent  uses  in  designated 
ports  and  developed  harbors,  redevelopment  of  urban 
waterfronts,  and  expansion  of  visual  access; 

(j)  improvement  of  public  access  to  and  capacity  of 
coastal  recreation  facilities;  and 

(k)  encouragement  of  the  revitalization  and 
enhancement  of  existing  development  centers,  including 
through  federally  funded  transportation  projects. 

3.  Application  of  Requirement  to  the  Ramp 

The  site  of  the  Ramp  lies  within  the  coastal  zone,  as 
designated  by  EOEA.   As  discussed  above,  the  Ramp  would  require 
a  permit  from  the  Army  Corps,  and  the  need  for  that  permit 
triggers  the'  CZM  consistency  review  requirements.   The  criteria 
to  be  considered  in  carrying  out  the  CZM  consistency  review  are 
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factors  rather  than  standards  and  therefore  should  not  be  an 
impediment  to  construction  of  the  Ramp'. 

No  provision  of  the  statutory  or  regulatory  provisions 
governing  CZM  consistency  review  requires  the  delay  of  an 
entire  project  until  consistency  review  required  for  one 
portion  of  the  project  has  been  completed.   However,  it  is 
possible  that  uncertainty  about  whether  the  Ramp  would  be 
permitted  or  about  its  ultimate  design  would  make  it  practical 
to  delay  other  aspects  of  the  work  on  the  Artery  Project ■ until 
the  CZM  consistency  concurrence  for  the  Ramp  is  issued. 

G .    National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

1.  Review  Requirements 

Section  102(2)(C)  of  NEPA,  42  U.S.C.  §4332(2)(C), 
requires  that  agencies  of  the  federal  government  prepare 
detailed  statements  disclosing  the  environmental  impacts  of 
proposed  "major  federal  actions  significantly  affecting  the 
quality  of  the  human  environment".   CEQ ' s  regulations  for 
implementation  of  NEPA,  which  are  set  forth  at  40  C.F.R.  Parts 
1500-1508,  define  "federal  actions"  to  include  "projects  and 
programs  entirely  or  partly  financed,  assisted,  conducted, 
regulated,  or  approved  by  [f]ederal  agencies",  40  C.F.R. 
§1508.18(a),  and  they  require  all  agencies  of  the  federal 
aovernment  to  adopt  orocedures  for  implementing  §102(2)  of 
NEPA,  40  C.F.R.  §1505. 1(a). 

2.  Criteria  for  NEPA  Review  of  FHWA  Project 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  ("FHWA") 
requirements  for  complying  with  NEPA  are  set  forth  at  23  C.F.R 
§771.1.   For  the  purposes  of  determining  which  FHWA  actions 
require  an  environmental  impact  statement  ("EIS"),  the 
regulations  establish  three  categories  of  actions.   "Class  I" 
actions  are  those  that  normally  require  an  EIS,  such  as  the 
construction  of  a  new  controlled  access  highway.   "Class  II" 
actions  are  those  that  fall  within  one  of  the  categorical  " 
exclusions  set  forth  at  §771.117  and  do  not  require  an^EIS 
because  they  do  not  produce  significant  impacts  to  planned 
growth  or  land  use  in  the  area,  do  not  require  the  relocation 
of  significant  numbers  of  people,  do  not  have  a  significant 
impact  on  any  natural,  cultural,  recreational,  or  other 
resources,  do  not  have  significant  impacts  on  travel  patterns, 
or  do  not  otherwise,  either  individually  or  cumulatively,  have 
any  significant  environmental  impact.   Finally,  "Class  III" 
actions  are  those  for  which  the  significance  of  the 
environmental  impacts  has  not  been  clearly  established.   All 
Class  III  actions  require  an  environmental  assessment  to 
determine  what  is  the  appropriate  level  of  environmental 
analysis  and  documentation. 
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The  FHWA  regulations  also^require  supplemental  EISs  in 
certain  circumstances.   Sec-ion  771.130  states  that  a  draft 
EIS,  final  EIS,  or  supplemental  EIS  may  be  supplemented  at  any 
time.   An  EIS  must  be  supplemented  whenever  the  FHWA  determines 
that:   (a)  changes  to  the  proposed  action  would  result  in 
significant  environmental  impacts  that  were  not  evaluated  in 
the  EIS;  or  (b)  new  information  or  a  new  circumstance  relevant 
to  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  has  not 
been  evaluated  in  the  EIS.   A  supplemental  EIS  is  not  required 
where:   (a)  changes  to  the  proposed  action,  new  information,  or 
new  circumstances  result  in  a  lessening  of  adverse 
environmental  impacts  without  causing  other  significant 
environmental  impacts  that  were  not  evaluated  in  the  EIS;  or 
(b)  the  FHWA  decides  to  approve  an  alternative  fully  evaluated 
in  the  approved  final  EIS  but  not  identified  as  the  preferred 
alternative.   If  the  FHWA  is  uncertain  of  the  significance  of 
project  changes,  new  information,  or  new  circumstances, 
environmental  studies  must  be  conducted  to  allow  the  FHWA  to 
determine  the  whether  a  supplemental  EIS  is  required. 

Section  771.130(f)  of  the  FHWA's  regulations  provides  that 
in  some  cases  a  supplemental  EIS  may  be  required  -co  address 
issues  of  limited  scope,  such  as  the  extent  of  proposed 
mitigation  or  the  evaluation  of  location  or  design  variations 
for  a  limited  portion  of  the  overall  project.   According  to  the 
regulations,  where  this  is  the  case,  the  preparation  of  a 
supplemental  EIS  does  not  necessarily  prevent  the  granting  of 
new  approvals,  require  the  withdrawal  of  previous  approvals,  or 
require  the  suspension  of  project  activities  for  any  activity 
not  directly  affected  by  the  supplemental  EIS.   If  the  changes 
in  question  are  of  such  magnitude  to  require  reassessment  of 
the  entire  action  or  more  than  a  limited  portion  of  the  overall 
action,  the  FHWA  must  suspend  any  activities  which  would  have 
an  adverse  environmental  impact  or  which  would  limit  the  choice 
of  reasonable  alternatives  until  the  supplemental  EIS  is 
completed. 

In  a  number  of  cases,  the  proponent  of  a  highway  project: 
has  attempted  to  segment  the  project  in  order  to  obtain  a 
determination  that  an  EIS  is  not  required  or  to  limit  the  scope 
of  the  EIS.   In  general,  courts  have  not  allowed  proponents  to 
analyze  only  the  impact  of  one  portion  of  a  project  in  this 
manner.   Rather,  the  court  will  require  the  proponent  to 
address  the  impacts  of  the  entire  highway  in  the  EIS. 

3.    Criteria  for  NEPA  Review  of  Corps  Actions 

The  Army  Corps  regulations  governing  the  issuance  of 
permits  under  §404  of  the  Federal  Clean  Water  Act  and  §10  of 
the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  state  that  an  application  for  such  a 
permit  "will  require  either  an  environmental  assessment  [ "EA" ] 
•or  an  environmental  impact  statement  unless  it  is  included 
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within  a  categorical  exclusion."   33  C.F.R.  §325 . 2 ( a) ( 4 ) ,   The 
Army  Corps  regulations  for  implementing  the  requirements  of 
NEPA  are'set  forth  at  33  C.F.R.  Part  230. 

Section  230.6  of  the  Corps'  regulations  identifies 
those   actions  which  normally  require  the  preparation  of  an 
EIS,  and  §230.7  identifies  these  actions  which  normally  require 
the  preparation  of  an  environmental  assessment  but  not 
necessarily  an  EIS.   Among  the  types  of  actions  listed  in 
§230.7  is  the  Corps'  issuance  of  regulatory  permits,  and 
detailed  provisions  concerning  environmental  review  by  the 
Corps  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of  permits  are  set  forth 
in  4  0  C.F.R.  Part  23  0,  Appendix  B. 

4.    Application  of  Requirement  to  the  Ramp 

The  Central  Artery  Project  was  the  subject  of  a  final 
EIS  (the  "Final  EIS")  entitled  "Third  Harbor  Tunnel,  Interstate 
90/Central  Artery-,  Interstate  93"  which  was  prepared  by  the 
FHWA  and  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works  ("DPW") 
and  is  dated  August,  1985.   The  Final  EIS  did  not  analyze  the 
Ramp.   It  did,  however,  analyze  the  proposed  construction  of 
portions  of  the  northbound  side  of  the  reconstructed  Central 
Artery  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel.   This  analysis  addressed  the 
impacts  of  such  construction  with  respect  to  the  following 
matters:   (a)  water  quality;  (b)  wetlands;  (c)  historic 
resources;  and  (d)  aesthetics. 

A  supplemental  EIS  for  the  Central  Artery  Project  (the 
"Supplemental  EIS")  is  currently  being  prepared.   According  to 
Mr.  Coogan,  the  Supplemental  EIS  is  expected  to  be  completed  in 
the  near  future  and  will  address  significant  modifications  in 
the  Central  Artery  Project  which  have  been  made  since  the 
preparation  of  the  Final  EIS.   The  Supplemental  EIS  will  not 
address  the  Ramp  or  its  potential  impacts. 

The  Final  EIS  gave  some  consideration  to  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  the  construction  of  portions  of  the 
northbound  side  of  the  Central  Artery  in  the  Fort  Point 
Channel.   However,  it  is  very  likely  that  EOTC  and  FHWA  would 
find  it  necessary  to  conduct  an  environmental  review  of  the 
Ramp  impacts,  including  the  change  in  traffic  patterns  which 
the  Ramp  would  cause  or  the  increased  traffic  resulting  from 
improved  accessibility  to  the  Financial  District. 

Because  the  Ramp  could  impact  traffic  flow  and  volume  on 
the  Central  Artery,  anyone  seeking  to  delay  construction  of  the 
Central  Artery  Project  or  obtain  concessions  from  the 
Commonwealth  with  respect  to  the  Project  could  argue  that 
environmental  review  of  the  Ramp  under  NEPA  must  include 
consideration  of  its  impacts  on  the  Artery  itself.   An  argument 
could  also  be  made  that  such  review  must  be  completed  before 
commencement  of  permitting  or  construction  of  the  Artery  itself 
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because  the  information  developed  during  such  review  could 
result  in  changes  to  the  Ar'tery  Project.   In  order  to  limit 
NEPA  review  to  the  Ramp  and  to  prevent  delay  in  the  Artery 
Project  as  a  whole,  it  would  have  to  be  argued  that  permitting 
and  construction  .of  the  Artery  will  be  in  no  way  affected  by 
the  presence  or  absence  of  the  Ramp.   However,  it  might  well  be 
difficult  to  take  such  a  position  without  appearing  to 
predetermine  the  configuration  of  the  Artery  in  a  manner  which 
a  judge  could  consider  is  contrary  to  the  requirements  of 
NEPA. 

H .    Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act 

1.  Review  Requirements 

Section  61  of  MEPA  requires  agencies  and  other 
instrumentalities  of  the  Commonwealth  to  review,  evaluate,  and 
determine  the  environmental  impacts  of  their  projects  and 
activities  and  to  use  all  practicable  means  and  measures  to 
minimize  environmental  damage.   An  agency  "project"  is  defined 
in  §62  of  MEPA  to  include  a  privare  project  involving  the  grant 
of  financial  assistance  by  a  stare  agency  or  the  issuance  of  a 
permit  by  a  state  agency.   Under  §62A,  any  person  seeking 
financial  assistance  or  a  permit  from  a  state  agency  for  a 
project  must  notify  the  Secretary  of  EOEA  (the  "Secretary")  of 
the  nature  of  the  project  and  of  the  application  for  the 
financial  assistance  or  permit,  and  the  Secretary  mus; 
determine  whether  an  environmental  impact  report  ("EIR")  is 
required  for  the  project.   Pursuant  to  §62E  of  MEPA,  SOEA  has 
adoDted  regulations  imDlementing  the  statute  which  are  set 
forth  at  301  C.M.R.  .§§11.00-11.29. 

2.  Criteria  for  MEPA  Review 

Under  §11.17(1)  of  the  MEPA  regulations,  the  proponent 
of  a  project  must  notify  the  Secretary  of  a  change  in  the 
project  and  the  Secretary  must  determine  whether  the  change 
significantly  increases  the  environmental  consequences  of  the 
project  and  warrants  additional  MEPA  review.   Section  11.17(3) 
sets  forth  factors  which  must  be  considered  by  the  Secretary  in 
determining  whether  a  change  might  significantly  increase  a 
project's  environmental  consequences,  and  some  of  these  factors 
could  be  relevant  to  the  Ramp.   These  factors  are  as  follows: 

(a)  an  increase  in  project  size  or  frequency  of  activity; 

(b)  the  generation  of  further  environmental  impacts; 

(c)  an  increase  of  pollutants  during  or  after  completion  of 
the  project; 


15 


(d)  a  change  in  the  expected  completion  date  of  the  project 
or  the  timing  of  work  on  the  project  in  a  manner  which 
would  have  a  material  effect  on  the  project's  environmental 
impacts ; 

(e)  a  change  in  the  site  of  the  project; 

(f)  the  need  for  a  new  permit  or  request  for  financial 
assistance;  and 

(g)  a  change  that  prevents  the  attainment  of  any 
environmental  benefit  which  would  result  from  the  project. 

Section  11.17  provides  that  when,  in  response  to  a  notice 
of  project  change,  the  Secretary  determines  that  further  review 
is  required,  such  further  review  is  subject  to  those  provisions 
of  the  MEPA  regulations  which  govern  the  time  when  state 
agencies  may  take' action  on  a  project  which  has  undergone  MEPA 
review.   Under  those  requirements,  agencies  may  only  act  on 
projects  subject  to  MEPA  review  after  completion  of  the  MEPA 
review  process . 

3.    Application  of  Requirement  to  the  Ramp 

As  noted  above,  the  Central  Artery  Project  was  the 
subject  of  a  final  EIS  entitled  "Third  Harbor  Tunnel, 
Interstate  90/Central  Artery,  Interstate  93"  which  was  prepared 
by  the  FHWA  and  DPW  and  is  dated  August,  198  5.   This  document 
also  constituted  a  final  EIR  (the  "Final  EIR")  under  MEPA.   As 
also  indicated  above,  the  Final  EIR  did  not  analyze  the  Ramp 
but  did  analyze  the  proposed  construction  of  portions  of  the 
northbound  side  of  the  reconstructed  Central  Artery  in  the  Fort 
Point  Channel.   As  further  noted  above,  a  supplement  to  the 
Final  EIS/EIR  for  the  Central  Artery  Project  is  currently  being 
prepared,  and  it  will  not  address  the  Ramp  or  its  potential 
impacts . 

The  Ramp  would  constitute  a  project  change  under  the  MEPA 
regulations,  and  notification  to  EOEA  would  be  required 
pursuant  to  301  C.M.R.  §11.17.   The  MEPA  project  change 
regulation  concerning  the  timing  of  agency  actions,  which  is 
discussed  above,  does  not  indicate  whether  it  applies  to  agency 
actions  on  the  entire  project  or  only  on  the  portion  of  the 
project  which  has  changed.   However,  as  set  forth  in  the  NEPA 
discussion,  it  is  very  likely  that  this  project  change  would 
necessitate  additional  environmental  impact  review  that  could 
well  encompass  the  Ramp's  impacts  on  the  Central  Artery  itself 
and  thereby  halt  permitting  and  construction  of  the  Central 
Artery  until  completion  of  the  review  process  for  the  Ramp.   As 
also  discussed  above,  while  it  could  be  argued  that  the  Artery 
configuration  and  location  will  remain  the  same  regardless  of 
whether,  where,  and  how  the  Ramp  is  built,  it  can  instead  be 
argued  that  it  cannot  be  determined  whether  the  Artery  may  in 
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fact  be  changed  until  after  the  Ramp  impacts  have  been 
identified  and  evaluated." 


V.   CONCLUSIONS 


As  set  forth  in  the  previous  discussion,  there  are  several 
environmental  permits  and  approvals  for  the  Ramp  that  could  be 
both  burdensome  and  time  consuming  to  obtain.   Of  particular 
concern  is  the  requirement  to  analyze,  mitigate,  and  even 
justify  adverse  environmental  impacts  under  the  Corps'  §404  and 
§10  permitting  procedures  and  of  primary  concern,  as  is  the 
Chapter  91  prohibition  on  the  issuance  of  tidelands  licenses 
for  projects  involving  non-water-dependent  uses  in  or  over 
commonwealth  tidelands  that  are  within  300  feet  of  an  historic 
site  or  district.   As  noted  earlier,  Russia  Wharf  should  fall 
within  the  purview  of  this  provision. 

It  also  appears  very  likely  that  additional  environmental 
review  of  the  Ramp's  impacts  will  be  necessary  prior  to  its 
permitting  or  construction.   If  the  review  process  can  be 
segmented  from  that  for  the  rest  of  the  Central  Artery  Project, 
then  there  may  be  timing  problems  associated  with  funding  and 
construction  of  the  Ramp  in  conjuction  with  the  Artery  itself. 
If,  as  seems  more  likely,  the  environmental  impact  review 
process  for  the  Artery  is  held  in  abeyance  until  analysis  of 
the  Ramp  impacts  has  been  completed,  then  there  could  well  be 
unacceptable  delays  in  the  Central  Artery  Project,  particularly 
if  studies  of  marine  life  in  the  Fort  Point  Channel  and  the 
impact  on  such  life  by  filling  for  the  Ramp  are  considered 
necessarv. 
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TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 
FROM:   Gary  Hack 


UPDATE  ON  PROPOSED  WESTBOUND  1-90  TO  NORTHBOUND  1-93 
CONNECTION 


The  Design  and  Engineering  Committee  endorsed  the 
desirability  of  making  this  connection  without  moving  through 
signalized  intersections  both  to  minimize  surface  truck 
traffic  on  Northern  Avenue  and  to  provide  a  backup  expressway 
connection  between  the  airport  and  downtown.   The  preferred 
configuration  was  a  new  ramp  connecting  directly  westbound  to 
northbound  mainlines.   However,  the  State  objected  on  the 
grounds  that  it  would  require  acquisition  of  lands  currently 
held  by  General  Services  Administration  (GSA) ,  complicated 
construction  to  avoid  disrupting  the  rail  service  to  North 
Station  and,  quite  possibly,  new  permits  for  crossing  Fort 
Point  Channel. 

Subsequently,  the  State  has  proposed  an  alternative 
alignment  (see  attached  drawing)  which  will  require  traffic 
to  loop  southward  then  bend  to  the  north  to  join  the  Central 
Artery  flow.   While  more  circuitous,  the  alignment  will 
accomplish  the  intended  purpose.   The  Working  Committee  is 
expected  to  recommend  at  its  August  29  meeting  that  the  Board 
endorse  the  connection. 

Members  of  the  Working  Committee  are  cognizant  that  a 
similar  problem  will  exist  in  the  opposite  direction  —  a 
lack  of  connection  for  southbound  traffic  on  the  Artery 
wishing  to  travel  eastward.   However,  it  appears  that  there 
is  no  feasible  solution  short  of  redesigning  the  entire  I- 
90/1-93  interchange.   The  problem  may  be  partially  mitigated 
by  lease  provisions  with  Massport  and  Economic  Development 
Industrial  Corporation  (EIDC)  tenants,  restricting  trucks 
travelling  to  and  from  their  facilities  to  designated  truck 
routes,  away  from  Northern  Avenue  and  other  growth  corridors. 


TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 
FROM:   William  Coughlin 

PROPOSED  NEW  TURNPIKE  RAMPS 


While  there  is  general  agreement  on  the  desirability  of 
improved  expressway  access  to  the  Back  Bay  office  and 
commercial  district  from  the  east,  south  and  north,  there  is 
considerable  disagreement  on  the  feasibility  of  constructing 
the  new  ramps  proposed  by  the  City.   The  City  continues  to 
insist  that  the  ramps  are  a  necessary  addition  to  the  Central 
Artery  plans  and  has  indicated  that  it  will  oppose  the 
current  Artery  plan,  which  includes  an  exit  at  the  eastern 
end  of  Marginal  Street  adjacent  to  Chinatown.   The  State 
continues  to  insist  that  this  discussion  be  held  outside  the 
framework  of  the  review  of  the  Artery  Project. 

The  Turnpike  Authority  has  initiated  a  study  of  the 
physical  feasibility,  cost,  neighborhood  attitudes  and 
traffic  implications  of  the  ramps,  with  results  due  late 
fall.   Several  meetings  have  been  held  with  City  and  State 
officials  to  better  understand  the  issues  and  gauge  the  room 
for  mutually  acceptable  solutions. 

City  preliminary  traffic  figures  suggest  that  over  half 
of  the  traffic  projected  to  use  the  ramps  would  be  vehicles 
destined  between  the  Downtown  and  the  Back  Bay  commercial 
district.   Thus,  the  ramps  could  offer  significant  relief  to 
surface  streets  connecting  the  two  areas . 

At  its  most  recent  meeting,  the  Executive  Committee 
created  a  special  subcommittee,  chaired  by  Frank  Keefe  and 
staffed  by  both  Downtown  and  Back  Bay  members,  to  recommend 
to  the  Board  how  ABC  can  be  most  effective  and  efficient  in 
resolving  this  issue.   Frank  Keefe  has  met  with  Secretary 
Salvucci  on  this  issue  on  behalf  of  ABC,  and  has  scheduled  an 
initial  subcommittee  meeting.   He  will  report  to  the  Board  in 
September. 
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TO:      Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 
FROM:    William  Coughlin,  George  Macomber 

OPERATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEES:   WORK  SCOPE 
Means  and  Methods  Subcommittee 


The  subcommittee  has  so  far  identified  four  areas  of 
concern: 

the  functioning  of  the  State's  proposed  conveyer 
disposal  system  (see  letter  dated  7/5/89,  Tab  14) 

the  reliability  of  the  Project's  proposed 
construction  schedule 

the  thoroughness  of  contingency  plans  for  the  removal 
of  hazardous  waste 

the  appropriateness  of  the  State's  plans  to  dispose 
excavate. 

Construction  Management  Subcommittee 

The  subcommittee  has  so  far  identified  four  areas  of 
concern: 

the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  proposed 
organizational  structure  and  systems  for  managing 
the  Project,  particularly  the  level  of  contractual 
and  managerial  authority  delegated  to  Resident 
Engineers  in  the  field 

the  capacity  of  the  Project  to  manage  "crisis 
situations" 

the  reliability  of  the  Project's  proposed 
construction  schedule 

the  impact  of  environmental  regulations  on  the 
construction  project  and  schedule. 

The  Means  and  Methods  and  Construction  Management 
subcommittees  have  agreed  to  meet  jointly  with  the  Project 
staff  on  August  30,  for  a  3-hour  review  of  the  proposed  1990 
to  1998  construction  schedule.   Jim  Becker's  letter  of  July 
24  (see  Tab  14)  outlines  areas  to  be  addressed  in  the  review 


Utility  Relocation  Subcommittee 

This  summer  ABC  has  reviewed  plans  for  utility- 
relocation  both  in  the  Committee  as  a  whole  and  in  the 
Utility  Relocation  Subcommittee.   Many  members  of  the 
Operations  Committee  have  stated  that  utility  relocation  is 
the  most  challenging  and  difficult  task  facing  the  Project. 

To  date,  the  following  areas  of  concern  have  been  identified: 

the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  Project's 
organizational  structure  for  supervising  utility 
relocation 

the  need  for  greater  Project  detail  in  the  skeletal 
design  of  the  utility  corridors  to  facilitate 
organizational  and  operational  planning  by  the 
utility  companies 

the  need  for  strengthening  and  formalizing  the 
dispute  resolution  process  for  TRANSCCOM,  the 
organization  established  to  coordinate  all 
construction  activity  in  Boston.   Lars  Ivarson's 
letter  of  August  7  (see  Tab  14)  outlines  the 
subcommittee's  concerns  to  Secretary  Salvucci  and 
Commissioner  Dimino. 

Construction  Mitigation 

The  Subcommittee,  which  to  date  includes  realtors, 
management  agents,  traffic  analysts,  urban  planners, 
representatives  of  delivery  firms  and  other  users,  and  City 
and  State  officials,  has  met  twice.   It  has  identified  these 
issues,  among  others,  from  the  construction  phase: 

means  of  building  specific  requirements,  incentives, 
and  penalties  into  construction  contracts 

the  need  for  comprehensive,  site-specific 
mitigations,  including  adequate  construction/laydown 
areas,  attractive  construction  signage  and 
furniture,  noise  restrictions,  vibration  and  air 
quality  requirements,  water-quality-control 
measures,  nuisance  abatement  programs,  and  advanced 
mitigation  technologies 

the  desirability  of  single-contract  development  of 
certain  mitigations,  such  as  pedestrian  sidewalks  or 
fencing 


the  importance  of  efficient  short-term  traffic- 
circulation  measures  for  vehicular,  pedestrian,  and 
delivery  constituents 

the  need  for  an  available,  highly  motivated,  well- 
informed  enforcement  arm  for  site-  and  traffic- 
management 

the  opportunity  for  long-range  transportation 
planning,  including  the  development  and 
implementation  of  specific  demand-reduction 
strategies. 
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Mr.  Willia  n  Twomcy  July  5,  1989 

Director,  I-93/I-90  Project 
Mass.  Department  of 

Public  Works 
One  South  Station,  4th  Fl. 
Boston,  MA  02110 


Dear  Mr.  Twomcy, 

Thank  you  for  meeting  with  the  Artery  Business  Committee  sub- 
committee on  Technology  on  June  14.   The  review  of  the  proposed 
conveyer  disposal  system  for  depression  of  the  Central  Artery  was  both 
informative  and  intriguing.    While  the  proposed  system  potentially  offers 
great  environmental  benefits,  there  remain  a  number  of  outstanding 
questions  which  must  be  answered  before  a  final  decision  to  use  the  system 
is  made.   This  letter  is  to  put  in  writing  those  questions  which  were  raised 
at  the  June  14  meeting  and  to  ask  that  the  Artery  Project  Team  detail  how 
these  outstanding  issues  will  be  addressed. 

We  request  that  the  Artery  Project  Team  develop  and  present  an 
action-oriented  schedule  of  activities  and  decision  points  to  get  to  the  "go 
or  no  go"  decision  regarding  use  of  the  conveyer  disposal  system.   The 
schedule  should  examine  the  questions  outlined  in  this  letter,  but  not  be 
limited  to  them. 

1.  The  following  issues  were  raised  regarding  the  materials 

handling  system  during  our  preliminary  meeting  which  suggest  to  the  sub- 
committee that  a  clear  and  aggressive  demonstration  of  the  applicability  of 
the  technology  should  take  place. 

a)Thc  proposed  twin  crusher  has  not  been  utilized  to  "crush"  any 
material  similar  in  plasticity  to  the  Boston  blue  clay.   Might  the 
plasticity  of  this  material  have  been  under-estimated,  potentially 
causing  a  literal  mucking  up  of  the  works? 

b)Thc  material  being  excavated  will  not  be  homogeneous  or 
uniform.    Might  the  solutions  to  the  clay  problems  diminish  the 
ability  of  the  crusher  to  handle  other  materials? 

c)Thc  behavior  of  the  clay  material  is  affected  by  temperature 
and  moisture  content.    How  will  the  possible  changes  in  the 
material  impact  the  system? 

d)Thc  functioning  of  the  vertical  lift  from  the  crusher  and  the 
vertical  lift  from  the  conveyer  should  be  examined  more 
thoroughly. 


2.  In  addition,  we  feel  it  is  important  that  the  Project  examine  a 

second  level  of  issues  which  demand  further  clarification. 
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a)Thc  location  of  the  loading  points  along  the  conveyor    system 
requires  further  review.   The  disposal  system  can  not  be  optimized 
without  full  consideration  of  the  impact  on  the       production 
efficiency  of  the  excavation  activities. 

b)Thc  contractual  relationship  between  the  utility  and  the 
contractor  must  be  explicitly  defined. 

c)Therc  must  be  a  carefully  conceived  mechanism  in  place  to 
compensate  the  contractor  for  the  downtime  as  service 
interruptions  occur. 

A  representative  from  the  Artery  Business  Committee  will  call  you 
in  the  near  future  to  schedule  a  follow-up  meeting  once  you  have  had  a 
chance  to  review  the  material.    We  look  forward  to  working  together  with 
you  to  help  make  this  project  a  success. 

Sincerely, 

Artery  Business  Committee 
Sub-Committee  on  Technology 
Harl  Aldrich 
Jim  Becker 
Phil  Bonanno 
Dennis  A.  Fitzpatrick 
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July  24,  1989 


William  V.  Twomey 
Director  I-93/I-90  Project 
Massachusetts  Department  Public  Works 
One  South  Station 
Boston,  MA  02110 

Dear  Mr.  Twomey: 

Thanks  to  you  and  Don  Marshall  for  your 
participation  in  our  initial  Construction 
Management  Subcommittee  meeting  on  July  14.   We 
also  appreciate  your  invitation  to  meet  with  our 
members  in  mid  August  to  review  in  detail  the 
proposed  construction  schedule  for  The  Central 
Artery/Third  Harbor  Tunnel  project. 

We  look  forward  to  meeting  with  you  on  August 
17  from  4  p.m.  to  7  p.m.,  with  half  of  the  time 
devoted  to  your  presentation  on  the  schedule  and 
half  of  the  time  devoted  to  questions  from 
committee  members. 

As  we  discussed  on  July  14  it  is  our  hope  to 
review  both  the  macro  and  micro  details  of  the 
proposed  schedule,  so  that  we  can  test  its 
strengths  and  weaknesses.   We  would  hope  that  your 
presentation  would  include  but  not  be  limited  to 
the  following: 

.  your  strategic  approach  for  scheduling 

.  several  detailed  looks  at  portions  of  the 
schedule,  including  assumptions  about 
productivity  for  key  tasks 

.  your  assumptions  about  labor  resources 
available  for  the  project 

.  your  assumption  of  the  effects  of 

environment  issues  -  and  the  scrutiny  of  the 
environmental  agencies  such  as  MEPA,  DEQE 
and  EPA  -  on  the  construction  schedule 
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.  your  "micro  management"  plans  for  the 

uncovering  of  unexpected  hazardous  or  toxic 
materials 

your  assumptions  about  the  effect  of 
environmental  mitigation  measures  such  as 
traffic  management. 

Please  feel  free  to  call  me  (330-1400)  or  Bill 
Coughlin  (742-3333)  prior  to  August  17,  if  we  can 
provide  additional  guidance. 

We  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with 
you. 

Sincerely, 

z 

•  ../t  '■'    f~*   ■'  f  '■    /•.-» 
.  /  /  '/ 

Jaimes  Becker 

Chair 
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August    7,    1989 


Secretary  Frederick  Salvucci 
Executive  office  of  Transportation 
10  Park  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02116 


Secretary  Salvucci: 

A  presentation  by  city  and  state  officials 
before  the  Artery  Business  Committee  subcommittee 
of  Utilities  Relocation  on  the  emerging 
capabilities  of  TRANSCCOM  exhibited  both  the   _ 
strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  organization,  in 
addition  to  the  potential  success  of  TRANSCCOM  in 
co-ordinating  traffic  over  the  life  of  the  Central 
Artery  Project. 

The  committee  noted  that  since  its  inception 
in  November,  1987,  TRANSCCOM  has  made  significant 
strides  in  collecting,  organizing  and  analyzing 
informatjon  about  construction  projects  in  the  city 
and  their  implications  on  the  daily  flow  of 
traffic.  The  committee  also  noted  a  need  to  further 
improve  TRANSCCOM' s  organizing  capacity  and 
operating  procedures  for  it  to  successfully  attain 
its  goal  of  developing  "traffic  and  construction 
management  plans  that  will  minimize  disruption  for 
the  region,  the  economy  and  Boston's  local   .   . 
neighborhoods." 

It  is  the  committee's  understanding  that 
conflicts  in  construction  scheduling,  which  could 
exacerbate  traffic  congestion  in  the  city,  have 
been  resolved  to  date  on  a  volunteer  basis  araong 
the   construction  oversight  organizations  with  the 
assistance  of  TRANSCCOM's  part-time  staff.  •.,-• 

However,  the  mega-projects  of  the  nineties 
pose  a  much  more  substantive  challenge  to  the 
abilities  of  TRANSCCOM  to  effectively  mediate 
discordant  construction  schedules.  As  the  Boston 
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Harbor  Clean-Up  Project  continues  to  respond  to  its 
court-mandated  schedule,  the  Central  Artery  Project 
potentially  accelerates  the  pace  of  construction 
downtown  and  large  scale  development  projects 
continue  to  flourish,  a  more  formal  process  in  the 
area  of  dispute  resolution  will  be  necessary. 

As  co-chairman  of  TRANSCCOM,  the  ABC  Utility 
Relocation  subcommittee  respectfully  requests  your 
recommendations  on  the  very  specific  steps 
necessary  to  formalize  and  strengthen  TRANSCCOM's 
capacity  to  be  the  main  arbiter  of  construction 
schedule  disputes. 

We  would  be  most  appreciative  if  you  could 
forward  your  recommendations  to  us  by  September  21, 
1989  so  we  can  review  them  prior  to  our  next 
committee  meeting. 

Thank  you  for  your  help.  We  look  forward  to 
continuing  to  work  with  you. 


Sincerely, 


fe^7 


Lars  Ivarson 

Chairman 

Utility  Relocation 

Subcommittee 

of  the  ABC 
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TO:     Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  ABC 
FROM:   Mary  Fifield 


MARKETING  COMMITTEE  UPDATE 

The  Marketing  Steering  Committee,  a  subset  of  what  will 
ultimately  be  a  larger  committee,  has  met  twice  thus  far  to 
begin  discussions  about  how  to  handle  the  Artery  from  this 
perspective. 

Our  review  of  similar  projects  in  other  cities, 
including  Atlanta,  Seattle,  San  Francisco,  and  Washington, 
D.C.,  has  shown  a  wide  range  of  public  reaction.   Some 
projects — because  of  efficient  communications  plans  and  the 
involvement  of  the  business  community — worked  smoothly, 
didn't  disrupt  the  economy,  and  ultimately  helped  create  the 
image  of  a  city  on  the  move. 

In  other  cases,  most  notably  Washington,  D.C.,  where  the 
business  community  was  not  united  and  where  communicating  and 
selling  the  project  were  not  addressed  adequately,  we  found: 

-  a  negative  impact  on  the  city's  image  that  hurt  business 

expansion 

-  growth  of  the  image  that  the  city  was  not  a  good  place 

to  locate 

-  ongoing  negative  press  and  publicity 

In  all  instances,  one  maxim  held  true:  the  less  the 
public  knew  about  a  project,  the  more  opposed  it  was  to  it. 
Research  shows  that  this  is  true  about  the  Central  Artery  as 
well. 

Given  what  we  know  to  date  about  the  Project,  our 
operational  guidelines  will  be  to: 

1.  help  the  State  accurately  describe  and  publicize  the 
events  before,  during,  and  after  construction 

2.  stress  benefits 

3 .  communicate  often  and  effectively 

4.  be  honest  and  upbeat,  adaptable  and  imaginative 

5.  develop  an  aggressive  strategy  for  converting 
negative  impacts  into  assets 


6.   identify  and  circumvent  problems  before  they  occur 

7..   assess  performance 

8.   refine  1  through  7. 

Projects  such  as  the  reconstruction  of  the  Central 
Artery  do  not  exist  in  a  vacuum;  they  exist  within  the 
overall  image  of  a  city  and  state.   In  our  case, 
Massachusetts  and  Boston  are  facing  real  challenges:   ongoing 
political  and  fiscal  crises;  a  polluted  Harbor  and  rising 
water  and  sewer  rates;  a  slowdown  in  the  real  estate  market; 
a  softening  of  the  high-tech  sector  and  the  economy  in 
general;  and  an  aging  infrastructure. 

The  Central  Artery  Project  raises  an  obvious  guestion: 
are  we  making  Boston  a  better  place  to  live  and  work,  or  is 
Boston  a  city  on  the  decline? 

In  this  context,  the  Artery  Business  Committee  must  be 
the  engine  that  drives  the  train.   Our  work  can  ensure  that 
Artery  Construction  is  not  viewed  as  the  nail  in  the  coffin 
that  convinces  people  that  the  nineties  are  not  the  right 
decade  for  Boston.   Rather,  the  Artery  is  a  reflection  of 
Massachusetts'  foresight,  part  of  the  landscape  that  makes 
Massachusetts  a  great  place  to  live  and  work. 

In  developing  a  marketing  plan  for  keeping  Boston  open 
for  business,  the  chief  challenge  of  the  ABC's  Marketing 
Committee  will  be  to  maximize  the  effect  of  limited 
resources. 

To  this  end,  we  are  relying  heavily  on  Board  members  to 
act  as  our  first  line  of  information.   We  will  be  surveying 
you  in  October  regarding  the  size  of  your  employee  base,  its 
location,  its  commuting  pattern,  and  its  attitude  towards 
changing  its  commute.   We  will  ask  you  to  assign  a  person 
within  your  organization  to  act  as  a  conduit  for  this 
information. 

Once  we  have  identified  our  audiences  by  size  and 
composition,  the  Marketing  Committee  can: 

-  choose  the  appropriate  messages  and  media  for 

communicating  with  them; 

-  increase  awareness  of  and  support  for  the  Artery 

Project; 

-  develop  and  support  appropriate  mitigation  efforts  by 

publicizing  them; 


-  market  individual  and  collective  corporate  initiatives 

that  respond  to  particular  construction  phases;  and 

-  market  behavioral  changes  to  two-thirds  of  the  downtown 

population. 


